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PREFACE 

This   report  presents  findings  from  a  study   initiated  late 
in   1958  to  learn  about  the  effects  of  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve Program  in  Maine.    Dr.    C.    H.    Merchant,    Head,    De- 
partment of  Agricultural  Economics,    University  of  Maine, 
and  Lawrence  A.    Chatto,    State  Administrative  Officer, 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Committee, 
Orono,    Maine,    assisted  in  making  plans  and  arrangements 
for  carrying  out  enumerative   surveys   in  Aroobtook,    Frank- 
lin,   and  Kennebec   Counties.    Kenneth  E.    Valentine,    Haven  D, 
Umstott,    and  other  staff  members  of  the  Soil  Bank  Division, 
Commodity  Stabilization  Service,    reviewed  the  manuscript 
and  made  useful  comments  and  suggestions. 
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THE  CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM  IN  MAINE 
Effects  in  Aroostook,  Franklin,  and  Kennebec  Counties 

By  Raymond  P.    Christensen  and  Edward  S.    Micka 
Agricultural  Economists,    Farm  Economics  Research  Division 


MAJOR  FINDINGS 


The  Conservation  Reserve  Program  was 
initiated  in  1956  to  help  farmers  adjustpro- 
duction  to  market  outlets,    to  conserve  soil 
and  other  natural  resources,    and  to  help 
improve  farm  income.    It  is  one  part  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Program.    The  other  part,    the 
Acreage  Reserve  Program,    was  discon- 
tinued in  1958.    Under  the  Acreage  Reserve 
Progrann,    farmers   received  rental  pay- 
ments for  reducing  acreages  of  allotment 
crops,    such  as  wheat,    cotton,    rice,    tobac- 
co,   and  corn,    in  commercial  areas.    The 
Conservation  Reserve  Program  has  con- 
tinued in  effect  in  all  States,    but  I960  is  the 
last  year  in  which  new  contracts  can  be 
made  under  present  legislation. 

From  1956  through  1959,    approximately 
9  percent  of  the  farm  owners  in  Maine  put 
an  acreage  equivalent  to  8  percent  of  all 
cropland  in  the  State  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve.    About  86  percent  of  this  land  is 
on  farms  with  all  eligible  land  placed  in  the 
program.    Farm  owners  have  made  agree- 
ments to  reduce  the  acreages  of  cropland 
harvested  on  their  farms  by  the  acreages 
put  in  the  program  for  3,    5,    or  10  years, 
and  to  establish  permanent  cover  wherever 
needed  to  protect  and  conserve  the  land. 
They  receive  annual  rental  payments  aver- 
aging $11   per  acre  for  this  land,    and  prac- 
tice payments  that  cover  part  of  the  costs 
of  establishing  conservation  uses  on  it. 
About  18  percent  has  been  or  will  be 
planted  to  forest  trees. 

The  study  reports  findings  from  field 
surveys  made  to  learn  about  effects  of  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program  in  two 
areas  of  Maine:  (1)  Aroostook  County;  and 
(2)  Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties.    These 
surveys  were  made  late  in  1958  after  farm 
owners  had  made  application  for  partici- 


pation under  the   1959  program.    Farm  own- 
ers interviewed  from  whom  usable  survey 
schedules  were  obtained  were  as  follows: 
Aroostook  County  -   124  participants  and 
46  nonparticipants ;  Franklin  and  Kennebec 
Counties   -   101  participants  and  42  non- 
participants. 

Participation  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
has  been  relatively  greater  in  Aroostook 
and  Piscataquis  Counties  than  in  other 
areas  of  Maine.    In  1959,    about  28  percent 
of  the  farm  owners  in  Aroostook  County  had 
contracts  and  the  equivalent  of  17  percent 
of  all  cropland  in  the  county  was  in  the 
program.    Corresponding  data  for  Franklin 
and  Kennebec  Counties  are  6  and  3  per- 
cent,   respectively,    or  about  the  same  as 
for  the  State  excluding  Aroostook  County. 
Aroostook  County  accounts  for  nearly  half 
of  the  contracts  and  more  than  65  percent 
of  the  cropland  put  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve in  Maine. 

Important  differences  between  farm  own- 
ers participating  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve and  those  not  participating  may  be 
noted  (table   1).    Participants  average  older, 
they  have  owned  their  farms  longer,    a 
smaller  proportion  live  on  their  farms,  and 
a  higher  proportion  have  jobs   off  their 
farms. 

Differences  among  farms  participating 
and  not  participating  may  be  observed  also. 
Participating  farms  are  smaller  and  have 
less  cropland  than  nonparticipating  farms. 
Fewer  had  livestock  enterprises  and  fewer 
were  commercial  units  than  was  true  in  the 
case  of  nonparticipating  farms. 

Land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  in 
Aroostook  County  may  average  a  little 


TABLE  1. --Characteristics  of  farm  o\mers  and  farms  participating  and  not  participating  in 
the  Conservation  Reserve,  Aroostook,  Franklin,  and  Kennebec  Counties,  Maine^ 


Characteristics 


Owners  interviewed 

Faxrn  owners : 

Average  age 

Owned  this  farm 

Live  on  this  f arm^ 

Have  off -farm  job-^ 

Farms: 

Land  per  farm 

Cropland  per  farm 

Farm  value  per  acre 

Real  estate  taxes  per  acre, 

Commercial  f arms-^ 

Had  livestock  enterprise^ . . 
Produced  potatoes^ 


Unit 


Number 


Aroostook  County- 


Partic- 
ipants^ 


Non- 
partic- 
ipants 


Franklin  and 
Kennebec  Counties 


Partic- 
ipants ^ 


124 


46 


101 


Non- 
partic- 
ipants 


42 


Year 

5B 

53 

57 

52 

do. 

23 

20 

21 

19 

Percent 

67 

98 

76 

100 

do. 

37 

12 

51 

31 

Acre 

137 

166 

172 

223 

do. 

70 

92 

42 

54 

Dollar 

95 

112 

75 

63 

do. 

2.50 

3.46 

1.26 

1.26 

Percent 

64 

92 

37 

76 

do. 

10 

27 

25 

76 

do. 

60 

91 

-- 

-- 

■'"   Participants  have  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve;    nonparticipants  do  not. 

^  By  program  years  distributed  as  follows:    Aroostook  County--47  in  1957  and  1958  regu- 
lar programs,    20  in  1958  experimental  bid  program,    and  57  in  1959  program;    and  Franklin 
and  Kennebec  Counties— 49  in  1957  and  1958  regular  programs,    9  in  1958  experimental  bid 
prograjn,    and  43  in  1959  program. 

^  Percentage  of  total  number  in  each  category.    Off -farm  jobs  of  100  days  or  more,    lived 
on  farm  at  time  of  interview,    commercial  farm  as  defined  in  1954  Census  of  Agriculture, 
livestock  products  and  potatoes  produced  mainly  for  sale. 


lower  in  productivity  than  that  of  other 
cropland  in  the  area.    Market  value  of  farm 
real  estate  and  real  estate  taxes  per  acre 
averaged  lower  for  farms  of  all  partici- 
pants in  the  sample  than  for  those  of  non- 
participants.    However,    the  productivity  of 
the  land  put  in  the  program  in  1959  prob- 
ably averages  about  the  same  as  other 
cropland  in  the  area.    Farm  values  and  real 
estate  taxes  per  acre  averaged  about  the 
same  for  farms   of  participants  in   1959  as 
for  farms   of  nonparticipants. 

Rental  payment  rates  increased  from  an 
average  of  $7  per  acre  in  1957  and  1958 
regular  programs  to  $16  in  1959.    In  the 
latter  year,    also,    they  varied  among  farms, 
depending  on  productivity  and  other  factors 
affecting  land  value.    These  modifications 
in  the  program  helped  to  attract  more  pro- 


ductive and  higher  value  land  and  also  a 
larger  proportion  of  commercial  farms. 

Apparently,    land  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve in  Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties  is 
similar  to  other  cropland  in  the  area. 
Market  values  of  farm  real  estate  and  real 
estate  taxes  per  acre  averaged  a  little 
higher  for  farms  of  participants  than  for 
those  of  nonparticipants. 

Reductions  in  crop  production,    and  in 
some  instances  in  livestock  production, 
have  occurred  on  participants'  farms.    In 
Aroostook  County,    reduction  in  harvested 
acreage  averaged  52  acres  per  farm  in  the 
first  year  of  participation.    This  included 
14  acres  of  potatoes,    11   acres  of  grain, 
and  Z7  acres  of  hay  and  other  crops.    In 
Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties,    compara- 


ble  data  are  3Z  acres  per  farm  including  31 
acres  of  hay  and  1  acre  of  other  crops. 

On  the  101  Aroostook  County  farms  in 
the  sample  with  all  eligible  land  put  in  the 
program,    the  reductions  in  crop  produc- 
tion valued  at  1958  prices  averaged  about 
$6  for  each  $1   of  annual  rental  payment 
after  real  estate  taxes.    Rental  payment 
after  real  estate  taxes  averaged  $5  for 
each  $100  of  farm  real  estate  value  on 
these  101  farms.    However,    rental  pay- 
ments less  real  estate  taxes  are  not  net 
returns  to  farm  real  estate  as  farm  own- 
ers have  additional  expenses  for  insurance, 
maintenance  of  fences  and  buildings,    estab- 
lishment of  vegetative  cover,    and  control 
of  weeds  and  brush  on  land  put  in  the  pro- 
gram.   However,    they  have  the  use  of 
buildings,    pasture,    and  woodland. 

In  Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties, 
rental  payment  after  real  estate  taxes  aver- 
aged less  than  $1   per  $100  of  farm  real 
estate  on  farms  with  all  eligible  land  in  the 
program.    However,    cropland  on  these 
farms  accounted  for  only  a  fifth  of  all  land 
on  these  farms,    and  owners  continued  to 
have  the  use  of  buildings,    pasture,    and 
woodland. 

Little  change  in  residence  of  farm  people 
or  in  farm  ownership  has  resulted  from  the 
program.    In  both  areas,    all  participants 
interviewed  who  lived  on  their  farms  prior 
to  participation  continued  to  do  so.    All  ex- 
cept one  had  owned  their  farms  for  2  or 
more  years  before  placing  land  in  the  pro- 
gram).   The  one  exception  bought  the  farm 
with  a  Conservation  Reserve  contract. 
However,    some  farm  owners  had  been 
renting  out  land  to  other  farmers  before 
placing  it  in  the  Conservation  Reserve. 

Some   reductions  in  labor,    fertilizer,  and 
other  resources  purchased  annually  occur- 
red on  farms  with  cropland  placed  in  the 
program.    This   is  especially  true  in  Aroo- 
stook County  where  many  participating 
farmers  formerly  used  much  fertilizer, 
hired  labor,    petroleum  products,  machin- 
ery,   and  other  supplies,    in  producing  po- 
tatoes.   Most  farm  owners   said  they  planned 
to  maintain  their  farm  buildings  in  good 
condition.    However,    a  majority  of  those 
who  had  tractors  and  other  farm  imple- 
ments in  condition  good  enough  to  sell  had 
sold,    or  planned  to  sell,    their  farm  ma- 
chinery. 


Most  farm  owners  had  several  closely 
related  reasons  for  participating  in  the 
Conservation  Reserve.    Ma,ny  said  they 
wanted  to  retire  or  reduce  the  size  of  their 
farming  operations.    In  Aroostook  County, 
many  said  that  production  of  potatoes  had 
not  been  profitable.    Many  owners  in  Frank- 
lin and  Kennebec  Counties  said  they  wanted 
to  get  trees  established.    Nearly  all  said 
they  wanted  to  get  somie  income  to  help  pay 
real  estate  taxes,    insurance,    and  other 
fixed  expenses. 

Emplpyment  opportunities  in  nonfarm 
jobs  and  the  desire  to  retire  and  reduce 
farmwork  were  major  factors  affecting 
participation.    This  is  shown  by  the  num- 
bers of  the  participants  interviewed  who 
were  in  each  of  the  following  groups: 

Franklin  and 
Aroostook       Kennebec 
Employment  of  participants  County  Counties 

Xtmber  Number 

Retired,  or  poor  health 50  39 

Off-farm  job  100  or  more  days 48  48 

Other,   mainly  farmwork    26  14 

Total  interviewed 124  101 

About  40  percent  of  the  participants  in- 
terviewed were  retired,    semiretired,    dis- 
abled,   or  in  poor  health.    Most  of  them  said 
that  operation  of  their  farms  with  hired 
labor  or  renting  out  land  to  other  farmers 
would  give  them  less   return  from  their 
fixed  investments  in  farm  property  than 
would  rental  payments  under  the  Conserva- 
tion Reserve.    Many  were  using  the  Con- 
servation Reserve  as  a  means  of  reducing 
farmwork. 

About  39  percent  of  the  participants  in 
Aroostook  County  and  nearly  half  in  Frank- 
lin and  Kennebec  Counties  had  off-farm 
jobs  of  100  days  or  more.    Some  worked 
part  time  on  their  farms  and  wanted  to  re- 
duce their  farmwork.    Many  decided  that 
returns  from  rental  payments  would  ex- 
ceed the  income  they  might  receive  from 
renting  land  out  or  from  farming  it  them- 
selves. 

About  21  percent  of  the  participants  in 
Aroostook  County  and  14  percent  in  Frank- 
lin and  Kennebec  Counties  were  occupied 
mainly  in  farmwork.  Most  of  these  farm 
owners  wanted  to  reduce  the  size  of  their 
farming  operations.  For  example,  some 
Aroostook  County  farmers  owned  more 


than  one  farm,    put  one  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve,    and  continued  to  operate  the 
other.    This   category  also  includes  those 
who  put  part  of  their  eligible  land  in  the 
program.    Only  a  few  farnners  who  had  been 
working  full  time  on  their  farms  put  all 
their  eligible  land  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve. 

Most  of  the  nonparticipants  interviewed 
said  that  rental  payments  were  not  high 
enough  to  make  participation  profitable.    A 
majority  said  they  could  not  pay  fixed  ex- 
penses for  real  estate  taxes,    insurance, 
and  maintenance  of  farm  property  and  also 


pay  the  living  expenses  for  their  families 
from  rental  payments.    They  were  depend- 
ent upon  farming  as  a  source  of  income 
from  their  labor.    However,    somie  older 
farm  people  who  would  be  eligible  for 
Social  Security  pensions  and  some  who 
were  working  part  time  off  their  farms  in- 
dicated an  interest  in  participating  in  the 
program  in  the  future. 

The  Conservation  Reserve  Program  is 
helping  to  bring  about  long-term  adjust- 
ments in  agricultural  production  and  re- 
source use  that  have  been  underway  in 
these  areas. 


BACKGROUND  OF  THE  STUDY 


The  study  reported  was  made  to  help  an- 
swer such  questions  as,    How  do  farm  own- 
ers participating  in  the  program  differ 
from  those  not  participating  with  regard  to 
such  things  as  age,    off-farm  employment, 
retirement  status,    and  residence  on  or  off 
the  farm?   How  do  farms  with  land  in  the 
program  compare  with  other  farms  with 
regard  to  size,    quality  of  cropland,    crops 
grown,    livestock  numbers,    buildings,    and 
machinery?    What  factors  cause  some 
farmers  to  participate  and  others  not  to  do 
so?    What  are  the  effects  of  the  program  on 
use  of  land,    buildings,    machinery,    ferti- 
lizer,   and  other  resources?   What  are  the 
effects  on  farm  production,    tenure  ar- 
rangements,   and  land  values  ?  ■'" 

Two  areas  were  selected  for  detailed 
study:  (1)  Aroostook  County  in  northern 
Maine  and  (Z)   Franklin  and  Kennebec  Coun- 
ties in  south-central  Maine. 

Important  changes  have  been  underway  in 
the  agriculture  of  both  study  areas.    From 
1940  to   1954,    the  total  number  of  farms 
decreased  31  percent  in  Aroostook  County 
and  37  percent  in  Franklin  and  Kennebec 
Counties.    The  number  of  people  living  on 
farms  had  decreased  by  about  these  per- 
centages.   The  total  area  in  farms  has 
changed  very  little,    but  total  cropland  de- 
creased 25  percent  in  Franklin  and  Kenne- 
bec Counties  and  7  percent  in  Aroostook 
County  from   1940  to  1954.    Numbers  of 


Findings  from  earlier  studies  of  the  Conservation  Reserve 
Program  are  reported  in  The  Conservation  Reserve  of  the  Soil 
Bank  -  Effects  In  Selected  Areas,   1957.  U.S.  Dept.  Agr. ,  Agr. 
Inform.  Bui.  185.  March  1958. 


cattle  have  increased  slightly  while  those 
for  poultry  have  gone  up  greatly.    The  total 
volume  of  farm  products   sold  has  gone  up 
gradually  in  both  areas,    and  farmers  now 
use  more  machinery,    petroleum  products, 
and  other  purchased  supplies  than  for- 
merly, 

Aroostook  County  is  a  commercial  potato- 
producing  area.    Nearly  90  percent  of  the 
farms  were  classified  as  commercial  units 
by  the   1954  Census  of  Agriculture.    It  ac- 
counted for  40  percent  of  the  total  value  of 
farm  products  sold  in  Maine.    About  92  per- 
cent of  the  farm  products  sold  are  crops, 
7  percent  are  livestock,    and  1  percent  are 
forestry  products. 

Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties  are  rep- 
resentative of  agriculture  in  the  rest  of  the 
State.   Hay,    pasture,    and  woods  are  the 
main  uses  of  farmland.    Nearly  54  percent 
of  the  farms  were  classified  as  residential 
or  part-time  units,    as  connpared  with  49 
percent  for  the  rest  of  Maine  excluding 
Aroostook  County.    A  little  more  than  half 
of  the  farm  operators  had  jobs  off  their 
farms   of  100  days  or  more,    as  compared 
with  46  percent  in  the  rest  of  the  State,  ex- 
cluding Aroostook  County. 

In  each  of  these  areas,    survey  records 
were  obtained  by  interviewing  farm  owners 
in  each  of  the  four  following  groups: 
(1)  Participants  in  1957  and  1958  regular 
programs;  (2)  participants  in  the   1958  ex- 
perimental bid  program;  (3)  participants  in 
the  1959  program;   and  (4)  nonparticipants 
or  farmers  who  have  put  no  land  in  the  pro- 
oram.    The  farm  owners  interviewed  were 


selected  at  random  from  each  group.    The 
survey  was  made  late  in  1958  after  farm 
owners  had  made  application  for  participa- 


tion in  the  1959  program.    Most  of  these 
applicants  signed  contracts  for  participa- 
tion beginning  in  1959. 


CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM  IN  MAINE 


The  Program  Described 

The  Conservation  Reserve  Program  is  a 
voluntary  program  under  which  farm  oper- 
ators and  owners  may  contract  with  the 
U.S.    Department  of  Agriculture  to  reduce 
the  acreages  of  crops  they  grow.    It  is  ap- 
plicable to  all  land  that  has  been  used  to 
grow  crops.    Farmers  enter  into  contracts 
for  3,    5,    or  10  years.    They  agree  to  keep 
land  placed  in  the  program  out  of  produc- 
tion for  the  duration  of  the  contract  and  to 
reduce  the  total  acreage  of  crops  grown  on 
their  farms  by  the  acreage  put  in  the  pro- 
gram.   They  also  agree  to  establish  a  per- 
manent vegetative  or  woody  cover  for  soil 
protection  if  an  acceptable  vegetative  cover 
does  not  exist.    If  the  land  has   suitable 
cover,    contracts  can  be  for  3  years;  other- 
wise,   they  are  for  5  or   10  years.    When 
trees  are  to  be  planted  for  cover,    contracts 
are  for   10  years. 

Farmers  who  participate  are  eligible  to 
receive  two  kinds  of  payments:  (1)  Annual 
per-acre  rental  payments  in  each  year  the 
land  is  under  contract;  and  (2)   cost-sharing 
payments  for  carrying  out  conservation 
measures  in  the  year  in  which  these  meas- 
ures are  carried  out.    Cost-sharing  pay- 
ments are  made  for  establishment  of  cover 
crops  where  none  exist,    for  planting  trees, 
for  building  dams,    pits,    or  ponds  to  pro- 
tect cover  crops  or  store  water,    and  for 
protecting  wildlife  through  cover,    water 
marsh  management,    or  dam  and  pond  con- 
struction on  land  placed  in  the  program. 
No  crops  can  be  harvested  from  land  put  in 
the  Conservation  Reserve,   nor  can  the  land 
be  grazed. 

Under  present  legislation,    I960  is  the 
last  year  for  entering  into  contracts  to  put 
land  in  the  program.    However,    as  con- 
tracts may  run  for  as  long  as    10  years, 
some  land  will  continue  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve  through  1969.    The  U.S.    Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  has   requested  legisla- 
tive authority  for  writing  new  contracts  in 
1961   and  later  years. 

The  Conservation  Reserve  is  part  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Program   started  in   1956.    The 


other  part,    called  the  Acreage  Reserve, 
was  discontinued  after  1958.    Under  this 
program,    farmers  in  areas  designated  as 
commercial,    who  agreed  to  reduce  their 
acreages  of  wheat,    cotton,    corn,    and  most 
types  of  tobacco  below  their  acreage  allot- 
ments for  these  crops,    were  eligible  in 
1956,    1957,    and  1958  to  receive  annual 
payments  to  compensate  for  loss  of  income. 
Contracts  were  for   1   year.    No  crops  could 
be  harvested  from  land  put  in  the  Acreage 
Reserve.    Nor  could  it  be  grazed.    However, 
because  the  State  included  no  areas  desig- 
nated as  commercial  for  allotment  crops, 
this  program  was  not  in  effect  in  Maine. 

Nearly  9  percent  of  the  farm  owners  in 
Maine  put  an  acreage  equivalent  to  8  per- 
cent of  all  cropland  in  the  State,    as  re- 
ported by  the  U.S.    Census  of  Agriculture 
for   1954,    in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
under  programs  from    1956  through  1959 
(table  2). 

Participation  has  been  much  higher  in 
Aroostook  County  than  in  other  counties. 
Half  of  the  farmers  with  contracts 
and  about  two-thirds  of  the  cropland  put  in 
the  programs  are  in  Aroostook  County. 
More  than  a  fourth  cf  the  farm  owners  in 
Aroostook  County  have  contracts. 

Most  of  the  land  put  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve  is  under  contract  for  5  or  10  years 
(table  3).    More  than  half  of  the  acreage 
contracted  in  1958  and  1959  was  for   10 
years  as  compared  with  less  than  a  fourth 
in  1956  and  1957, 

Provisions  of  the   1958  experimental  bid 
program  and  the   1959  program  differed  in 
several  important  ways  from  the  regular 
programs  in  1956,    1957,    and  1958.    Pro- 
visions and  participation  under  these  pro- 
grams are  discussed  separately  below. 


Regular  Programs  in  1956,  1957,  and  1958 

Farmers  who  put  land  in  the  Conserva- 
tion Reserve  under  these  programs  were 


TABLE  2 o --Participation  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program^  Maine,  1956-59 


Ite:Ti 


Unit 


Maine 


Aroostook 


Franlclin 

and 
Kennebec 


Rest  of 
State 


Contracts : 

Total 

All  eligible  land  in  farm. 


Acreage  contracted: 

Total , 

Per  farm , 

On  farms  with  all  eligible  lan.d 
in  program , 


Number 
do. 


Acre 
do. 


2,188 
1,764 


99,035 
465 


1, 


84e 


65,084 
60 


189 
139 


4,766 
25 


do. 


84, 939    54, 169 


Planted  to  trees"^ 

Rental  rate  per  acre 

Percentage  of  farms  with  contracts^ 
Percentage  of  cropland  in  program^. 


do. 

14,961 

2,843 

Dollar 

10.72 

11.71 

Percent 

9.4 

27.6 

do. 

7.8 

17.1 

911 
779 


29,185 
32 


3,762    27,008 


2,016 

10, 102 

6.88 

9.14 

6.1 

5.6 

3.2 

3.9 

''"  Because  not  enough  trees  have  been  available,  not  all  of  this  land  had  been  planted  to 
trees  by  1959. 

^  Percentages  of  all  farms  and  total  cropland  reported  by  the  Census  of  Agriculture  for 
1954. 


TABLE  3. --Percentage  distribution  of  cropland  placed  in  Conservation  Reserve  by  length  of 

contract,  Maine,  1956-59 


Length  of  contract 


First  year  of  contract 


1956 


1957 


1958  program 


Regular 


Jid 


1959-^ 


Total 
1956-59 


3  years . , 

5  years. , 

10  years, 

Total.. 


Percent 
35 

P 

ercent 
32 

P 

ercent 

/ 

P 

ercent 
0 

Percent 

P 

zrcent 

12 

41 

52 

25 

44 

44 

44 

24 

16 

68 

56 

56 

44 

100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


^  The  5-year  category  includes  some  contracts  that  originally  were  for  3  years  but  ex- 
tended for  an  additional  5  years  when  remaining  eligible  land  on  the  farm  was  put  in  the 
program. 

^  Less  than  one-half  of  one  percent. 


eligible  to  receive  annual  rental  payments 
at  two  rates.    A  regular  or  diversion  rate 
was  paid  for  reductions  in  acreages  of  soil- 
bank  base  crops.    These  are  cultivated 
crops,    grains,    and  most  other  crops  ex- 
cept those  harvested  for  hay  or  forage.    A 
nondiversion  rental  payment  was  made  for 
reductions  in  eligible  cropland  that  is  in 
excess  of  the  soil-bank  base. 

The  regular  or  diversion  rate  was  $9  per 
acre  in  1956,    1957,    and  1958.    In  1956  and 
1957,    the  nondiversion  rental  rate  was  30 
percent  of  the  regular  rate,    or  $2.  70  per 
acre.    Rental  rates  were  the  same  for  all 
counties  and  for  all  farmers  within  coun- 
ties. 

Changes  were  made  in  provisions  per- 
taining to  nondiversion  cropland  in  1958  to 
encourage  more  owners  to  participate  with 
whole  farm  units,    to  encourage  participa- 
tion by  farmers  who  had  large  acreages  of 
hay,    and  to  emphasize  further  forestry  and 
wildlife  practices.    In  1957,    farmers  with  a 
soil-bank  base  of  30  acres  or  less  could 
put  any  part  of  this  acreage  in  the  program 
at  the  regular  diversion  rate  and  any  part 
of  their  remaining  cropland  at  the  nondi- 
version rate.    But  farmers  with  a  soil-bank 
base  of  more  than  30  acres  were  required 
to  put  all  of  this  acreage  in  the  program 
before  they  could  put  in  any  land  at  the  non- 
diversion  rate.    In  1958,    however,    farmers 
with  a  soil-bank  base  of  more  than  30  acres 
were  permitted  to  put  land  in  the  Conserva- 
tion Reserve  at  the  nondiversion  rate  up  to 
the  number  of  acres  they  put  in  at  the  regu- 
lar rate. 

In  1958  also.    County  Agricultural  Stabili- 
zation and  Conservation  Committees  were 
authorized  to  raise  the  nondiversion  pay- 
ment rates  to  50  percent  of  the  regular 
rate,    when  all  eligible  land  on  a  farm  is 
placed  in  the  Conservation  Reserve,    or 
when  any  land  placed  in  the  program  was  to 
be  planted  to  forest  trees.    County  commit- 
tees were  authorized  also  to  raise  the  pay- 
ment rate  up  to   100  percent  of  the  regular 
rate  when  all  eligible  land  in  a  farm  was 
placed  in  the  program  and  planted  to  forest 
trees. 

In  1958,    the  nondiversion  rental  rate  was 
$4.  50  per  acre  in  all  counties  of  Maine. 

In  1956  and   1957,    payment  rates  couldbe 
made  to  cover  up  to  80  percent  of  the  cost 
to  farnners  of  establishing  conservation 


practices  on  land  put  in  the  program.    In 
1958,    however,    practice  payment  rates 
were  the  same  as  those  under  the  Agricul- 
tural Conservation  Payments  Program. 

Approximately  half  of  the  farm  owners 
who  put  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
from   1956  through  1959  did  so  under   1956, 
1957,    and  1958  regular  programs  (table  4), 
But  the  acreage  put  in  the  reserve  begin- 
ning in  these  years  accounts  for  only  43 
percent  of  the  total  for  all  years  through 
1959. 

Most  of  the  cropland  put  in  the  Conser- 
vation Reserve  at  the  regular  or  diversion 
rental  rate  is  in  Aroostook  County.    In  this 
county,    94  percent  of  the  total  acreage  in 
the  program  was  at  the  regular  rate  as 
compared  with  68  percent  in  Franklin  and 
Kennebec  Counties. 

Farmers  who  placed  all  eligible  land  on 
their  farms  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
accounted  for  73  percent  of  all  land  put  in 
the  program. 

Forest  trees  have  been  or  will  be  planted 
on  almost  a  fourth  of  the  land  put  in  the 
program  in  Maine,    as  compared  with  only 
5  percent  in  Aroostook  County,    64  percent 
in  Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties,    and  66 
percent  in  all  other  counties. 

Rental  payment  r^tes  averaged  higher  in 
Aroostook  County  than  in  other  counties, 
mainly  because  a  larger  proportion  of  the 
total  acreage  put  in  the  reserve  in  this 
county  than  in  others  was   reduction  in  soil- 
bank  base  crops. 


Experimental  Bid  Program  in  1958 

Early  in  1958,    farmers  in  Maine,  Illi- 
nois,   Nebraska,    and  Tennessee  were  in- 
vited to  make  bids  or  offers  to  put  all 
eligible  land  in  their  farms  in  the  Conser- 
vation Reserve  for  not  less  than  5  nor  more 
than  10  years.    However,    only  in  Maine 
were  any  of  these  bids  accepted. 

Farmers   indicated  on  application  forms 
the  annual  rental  rate  they  would  accept, 
the  number  of  eligible  acres  in  their  farms, 
the  length  of  contract  requested,    and  acre- 
ages and  yields  of  crops  grown  in  the  last 
few  years,    together  with  other  information. 
County  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con- 
servation Committees  made  productivity 


TABLE  4. --Participation  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program,  Maine,  1956-58"'' 


Item 


Unit 


Maine 


Aroostook 


Franklin 

and 
Kennebec 


Rest  of 
State 


Contracts:                  ■■;./.                  . 
Total 

All  eligible  land  in  farm , 

Acreage  contracted: 

Total 

Per  farm 

At  regular  rate ■ 

At  nondiversion  rate 

On  farms  with  all  eligible  land 
in  the  program , 

Planted  to  trees 

Rental  rate  per  acre ■ 

Percentage  of  faims  with  contracts^, 
Percentage  of  cropland  in  program^., 


Number 
do. 


Acre 
do. 
do. 
do. 

do. 


1,079 
711 


42, 897 
40 

7,537 
4,136 


520 
319 


29,384 

57 

7,021 

1,710 


31,224  20,653 


114 
70 


2,466 
22 
64 

.     792 

1,610 


445 
322 


11, 047 

25 

452 

1,634 

8,961 


do. 

10,438 

1,578 

1,567 

7,293 

ollar 

6.38 

6.77 

5.18 

5.59 

ercent 

4.6 

13.2 

3.7 

2.7 

do. 

5.4 

10.4 

2.7 

2.6 

-"•   Data  are  for  contracts  beginning  in  1956-58,    excluding  contracts   accepted  under  1958 
experimental  bid  program.    (See  table  5.) 

Percentage  that  contracts   and  contracted  acreages   are  of   all  farms   and  total  cropland 
reported  by  the  1954  Census  of  Agriculture. 


ratings  for  farms  for  which  bids  were   re- 
ceived.   They  were  based  on  such  con- 
siderations as  yields,    kind  of  soil,    location 
of  the  farm,    and  improvements  on  the  land. 
County  committees  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
bid  rates  submitted  by  farmers  when  these 
productivity  ratings  were  made.  Productiv- 
ity ratings  were  expressed  as  percentages 
of  the  county  average.    Bid  rates  submitted 
by  individual  farms  were  then  divided  by 
productivity  ratings  to  obtain  adjusted  bid 
rates.    These  adjusted  bids  were  arrayed 
from  the  lowest  to  the  highest  and  23  per- 
cent of  the  bids  made  in  Maine  were  ac- 
cepted. 

Farm  owners  whose  bids  were  not  ac- 
cepted were  eligible  to  put  cropland  in  the 
regular  program  in  1958.    Many  of  them  did 
this. 

About  16  percent  of  the  farm  operators 
in  Aroostook  County,    4  percent  in  Kennebec 
and  Franklin  Counties,    4  percent  in  other 
counties,    and  6  percent  in  the  State  as  a 
whole  offered  to  put  all  eligible  land  on 


their  farms  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
under  the  1958  experimental  bid  program 
(table  5).    Only  17  percent  of  the  cropland 
offered  was  accepted. 

Rental  rates  for  land  accepted  averaged 
a  little  less  than  $1Z  per  acre  as  compared 
with  more  than  $Z0  per  acre  for  all  land 
offered.    However,    bid  rates  for  land  ac- 
cepted under  the  bid  program  averaged 
nearly  twice  as  high  per  acre  as  did  rental 
rates  for  land  put  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve under  regular  programs   in  1956, 
1957,    and  1958. 

A  little  nnore  than  half  of  the  land  put  in 
the  Conservation  Reserve  under  the   1958 
bid  program  was  in  Aroostook  County. 

Land  put  in  the  reserve  under  the  bid 
program  accounts  for  about  15  percent  of 
all  the  land  put  in  the  program  from   1956 
through  1959.    Comparable  data  are  12  per- 
cent for  Aroostook  County,    15  percent  for 
Kennebec  and  Franklin  Counties,    and  21 
percent  for  the  rest  of  the  State. 


TABLE  5. --Participation  in  1958  experimental  bid  program,  Maine 


Item 


Unit 


Maine 


Aroostook 


Franklin 

and 
Kennebec 


Rest  of 
State 


All  bids  offered: 

Total 

Acreage  eligible: 

Total 

Per  farm , 

Rental  rate  per  acre 

Percentage,  all  f arms'"" 

Percentage  of  total  cropland""" . 

Bids  accepted: 

Total 

Acreage  eligible: 

Total 

Per  farm 

Rental  rate  per  acre 

Percentage  of  all  farms"*" 

Percentage  of  total  cropland"^ . 

Percentage  of  all  bids  accepted. 
Percentage  of  all  land  offered, 
accepted 


Number 


Number 


1,384 


655 


313 


148 


Acre 

14 

765 

7,774 

do. 

47 

53 

Dollar 

11.88 

13.86 

Percent 

1.3 

3.8 

do. 

1.2 

2.0 

do. 

23 

23 

do. 

17 

16 

131 


15 


598 


Acre 

86,499 

49,415 

6,419 

30,665 

do. 

62 

75 

49 

51 

Dollar 

20.46 

23.47 

17.46 

16.22 

Percent 

5.9 

16.4 

4.2 

3.7 

do. 

6.8 

13.0 

4.3 

4.1 

150 


736 

6,255 

49 

42 

.31 

9.84 

.5 

.9 

.5 

.8 

11 

25 

11 

20 

agriculture. 

Percentage  of  all  farms  and  total  cropland  reported  by  1954  Census  of 


The  Program  in  1959 

Changes  in  rental  payment  rates  and 
other  program  provisions  were  made  in 
1959  to  encourage  farm  owners  to  place 
relatively  high-yielding  land  in  the  pro- 
gram and  also  to  make  participation  of 
whole  farm  units  more  attractive. 

The  basic  annual  rental  payment  rate  for 
Maine  was  established  at  $12  per  acre  in 
1959.    It  was  $15.  50  per  acre  in  Aroostook 
County  and  $8.  50  in  Franklin  and  Kennebec 
Counties  as  compared  with  $9  per  acre  for 
all  counties  under  earlier  programs. 

Also,    in  1959,    county  Agricultural  Stabi- 
lization and  Conservation  Committees 
established  maximum  annual  rental  pay- 
ment rates  for  land  on  individual  farms. 
These  maximum   rates   could  vary  from  50 
percent  below  to  50  percent  above  the 
county  average  annual  rental  rate,    depend- 
ing upon  productivity,    usual  rental  rates, 
and  value  of  land  on  individual  farms. 
However,    rental  payment  rates  could  not 
exceed  20  percent  of  the  value  of  the  land, 
or  $25  per  acre. 


The  maximum  rental  rate  could  be 
earned  by  reducing  acreages  of  soil-bank 
base  crops.    A  lower  rate--50  percent  of 
the  maximum- -could  be  earned  by  divert- 
ing land  from  hay. 

Farm  owners  who  agreed  to  put  all  eligi- 
ble land  in  their  farms  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve  could  earn  the  full  regular  rate 
plus   10  percent  for  all  eligible  acres,    pro- 
vided the  contract  period  was  not  less  than 
5  years.    For  example,    if  a  farmer's  regu- 
lar rate  was  $14,    the   10-percent  increase 
would  bring  the  applicable  rate  to  $15.40 
per  acre.    This  provision  was  made  to  en- 
courage participation  of  whole  farm  units. 

Farmers  made  application  for  participa- 
tion and  establishment  of  maximum  rental 
rates  under  the  1959  program  from  Sep- 
tember  1  through  October   10,    1958.    They 
could  offer  eligible  land  at  less  than  the 
maximum  rates  established  for  their  farms 
if  they  wanted  to  do  so  to  gain  additional 
assurance  that  their  land  would  be  ac- 
cepted.   It  was  explained  to  farmers  that 
where  participation  might  exhaust  available 
funds,    offers  at  lower-than-maximum  rates 


would  be  more  certain  of  acceptance.  Many 
farmers  offered  land  at  rates  lower  than 
the  maximums  established  for  their  farms. 
Enough  funds  were  available  in  Maine  to 
accept  all  applications  for  participation  in 
1959. 

Payments  for  establishing  conservation 
practices  were  similar  to  those  under  the 
1958  program. 

The  total  acreage  put  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve  in  1959  was  almost  as  large  as 
that  put  in  the  program  in  the  previous   3 
years  (table  6).    Nearly  95  percent  was  land 
on  farms  with  all  eligible  land  placed  in  the 


program.    The  total  acreage  per  farm  aver- 
aged much  higher  in  1959  than  in  earlier 
years.    Participation  again  was  high  in 
Aroostook  County  as  compared  with  Frank- 
lin and  Kennebec  Counties   and  other  sec- 
tions of  the  State. 

Rental  payment  rates  for  contracts  be- 
ginning in  1959  average  much  higher  than 
for  those  beginning  in  1956,    1957,    or   1958. 
For  the  State,    they  averaged  122  percent 
higher  than  under  the  1956,    1957,    and  1958 
regular  programs  and  25  percent  higher 
than  under  the  1958  bid  program.    Rental 
payment  rates  increased  relatively  more  in 
Aroostook  County  than  in  other  counties. 


TABLE  6. --Participation  in  Conservation  Reserve,   Maine,    1959"" 


Ixem 


Unit 


Maine 


Aroostook 


Franklin 

and 
Kennebec 


Rest  of 
State 


Contracts: 

Total 

All  eligible  land  in  farm 

Acreage  contracted: 

Total 

Per  f  ai7n 

On  farms  with  all  eligible  land 
in  program 

Planted  to  trees 

Rental  rate  per  acre 

Percentage  of  all  farms  that  made 

contracts^ 

Percentage  of  total  cropland 

contracted^ 


Number 

796 

420 

60 

316 

do. 

7^40 

379 

54 

307 

Acre 

41,373 

27,926 

1,564 

11, 883 

do. 

52 

66 

26 

38 

do. 

38,950 

25,742 

1,416 

11,792 

do. 

2,896 

947 

421 

1,528 

Dollar 

14.81 

16.31 

8.89 

12.06 

Percent 

3.4 

10.7 

1.9 

1.9 

do. 

3.3 

7.3 

1.1 

1.6 

"''  Data  for  contracts  beginning  in  1959. 

^  Percentage  that  contracts  and  contracted  acreage  are  of  all  farms  and  total  cropland 
reported  by  1954  Census  of  Agriculture. 


EFFECTS  IN  AROOSTOOK  COUNTY 


Agriculture  of  the  Area 

Aroostook  County  accounts  for  a  large 
part  of  total  farm  production  in  Maine. 
According  to  the   1954  Census   of  Agricul- 
ture,   40  percent  of  the  total  value  of  all 
farm  products  sold,    81   percent  of  the  crops 
sold,    and  6  percent  of  the  livestock  and 
livestock  products   sold  in  Maine  were  from 


farms  in  Aroostook  County.    About  92  per- 
cent of  the  total  value  of  all  farm  products 
sold  comes  from  crops.    Potatoes  are  the 
major  source  of  farm  income. 

According  to  the   1954  Census  of  Agricul- 
ture,   more  than  89  percent  of  all  farms  in 
Aroostook  County  are   commercial  units, 
as   compared  with  about  50  percent  for  the 


10 


rest  of  the  State. ^    Only  17  percent  of  the 
farm  operators  worked  100  or  more  days 
off  their  farms  as  compared  with  nearly  39 
percent  for  the  rest  of  the  State.    Hired 
labor  was  used  on  nearly  70  percent  of  the 
farms.    Expenditures  for  hired  labor,  fer- 
tilizer,   and  gasoline  and  other  petroleum 
products  are  relatively  large.    They  aver- 
aged nearly  $3,  000  for  labor,    about  $Z,  500 
for  fertilizer,    and  above  $650  for  petro- 
leum products  per  farm   reporting  in  1954. 
The  total  value  of  all  farm  products  sold 
averaged  nearly  $14, 500  per  farm  in  1954. 
However,    prices  received  for  potatoes 
produced  in  1954  averaged  more  than  $2.  00 
per  hundredweight,    and  the  gross  value  of 
sales  of  potatoes  was  much  less  in  1953, 
when  prices  averaged  less  than  $1 .  00  per 
hundredweight. 

Prices   received  by  farmers  for  potatoes 
vary  widely  from  one  year  to  the  next,    as 
shown  by  data  for  Maine  (table  7).    As 
Aroostook  County  accounts  for  92  percent 
of  the  potatoes  produced  in  Maine,    these 
data  show  how  prices  and  production  of 
potatoes  have  changed  in  the  county.  Prices 
of  potatoes  averaged  above  $2.00  per   100 
pounds  in  1951,    1952,    1954  and  1957,    but 
less  than  $1.  25  in  1953,    1956,    and  1958. 
Net  returns  to  farmers  from  growing  pota- 
toes also  fluctuate  widely.    In  years  of 
relatively  low  prices  like  1953,    1956  and 
1958,    cash  expenditures  for  fertilizer, 
pesticides,    labor,    fuel,    and  other  items 
exceed  cash  receipts  from  sales  on  many 
potato  farms.    On  the  other  hand,    net  re- 
turns may  be  relatively  good  in  years  such 
as  1951,    1952,    1954  and  1957,    when  prices 
of  potatoes  averaged  more  than  $2.  00  per 
100  pounds. 

Important  changes   in  farming  have  oc- 
curred in  Aroostook  County  since   1940 
(table  8).    The  total  area  of  farmland  and 
the  acreage  of  cropland  has  changed  very 
little.    But  the  number  of  farms  declined  by 
31  percent  and  the  average  size  of  farm 
went  up  43  percent  from   1940  to   1954. 
Farming  operations  have  been  mechanized, 
as  shown  by  the  decline  in  number  of 
horses  and  the  rise  in  numiber  of  tractors. 
Many  farms  have  more  than  one  tractor. 


In  the  1954  Census  of  Agriculture,  farms  were  classified 
as  commercial  if  they  had  sales  of  $1,  200  or  more  or  if  sales 
were  $250  to  $1,  200  and  die  farm  operator  worked  off  the 
farm  less  tlian  100  days  or  if  income  of  the  farm  operator  and 
members  of  his  farm  family  from  nonfarm  sources  was  less 
than  the  value  of  products  sold.  Remaining  farms  were  classi- 
fied as  part-time,   residential,  or  abnormal  units. 


Reduction  in  harvested  acreage  of  hay  is 
the  main  change  in  land  use.  The  decrease 
in  production  of  hay  may  have  resulted  be- 
cause of  reduction  in  the  quantity  of  feed 
required  for  horses.  Numbers  of  cattle  and 
poultry  have  gone  up,  but  potatoes  continue 
to  be  the  main  source  of  farm  income. 

Less  than  a  third  of  the  cropland  in  the 
county  has  been  used  to  grow  potatoes  in 
the  last  few  years.    The  harvested  acreage 
of  potatoes  was  about  120,000  acres  in  1940 
and  1954,    but  in  1945  it  was   164,000  acres 
(table  8).    Much  of  the  land  used  to  grow 
grain  and  hay  in  the  last  few  years  is   suited 
to    production    of   potatoes.     Thus,    there 
are  possibilities  for  maintaining  the  acre- 
age used  to  grow  potatoes  at  recent  levels 
even  though  large  acreages  of  cropland  are 
placed  in  the  Conservation  Reserve. 


The  Survey  Sample 

Names  of  farm  owners  interviewed  were 
selected  at  random  from  records  in  county 
offices  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Committee  from  each  of  the 
following  groups:  (1)  Contracts  in  1957  or 

1958  regular  program;  (2)  bids  in  1958 
experimental  bid  program;  (3)   contracts   in 

1959  program;   (4)  no  participation  in  any 
programs. 

Survey  schedules  obtained  in  interviews 
with  farm  owners  were  distributed  as  fol- 
lows: 

Number 

1.  Participants  in  1957  or  1958  regular  programs: 

Total 47 

All  eligible  land  in  farm 30 

Part  of  eligible  land  in  farm 17 

2.  Participants  in  1958  experimental  bid  program: 

Total - 56 

Bids  accepted 20 

Bids  not  accepted   36 

3.  Participants  in  1959  program: 

No  previous  participation 35 

1958  bids  not  accepted    22 

4.  Nonparticipants 46 

Farm  owners  who  have  made  contracts 
to  put  cropland  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve or  who  made  bids  to  do  so  in  1958 
are  referred  to  as  participants  in  this  re- 
port.   Other  farmers  are  referred  to  as 
nonparticipants . 

The  numbers  listed  above  and  referred 
to  in  tabulations  that  follow  are  mutually 
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TABLE  7. --Potatoes :  Harvested  acreage^  yield  per  acre^  production,  seasonal  average  price, 

and  value  of  production,  Maine,  1950-59-'- 


Year 


Harvested 
acreage 


Yield 
per  acre 


Produc- 
tion^ 


Price 

per  cvrt, 


Value  of 
produc- 
tion^ 


1950. 
1951. 
1952. 
1953. 
1954. 
1955. 
1956. 
1957. 
1958. 
1959. 


1,000  acres 
132 
100 
141 
147 
141 
141 
147 
137 
149 
143 


Cu!t. 

288 
270 
227 
237 
206 
254 
284 
276 
250 
242 


Mil.  cwt. 
38 
27 
32 
35 
29 
36 
42 
3S 
37 
35 


Dol lars 
1.29 
3.03 
2.17 
.74 
2.15 
1.77 
1.21 
2.15 
1.11 
1.60 


Mil.  dol. 
49 
82 
69 
26 
62 
63 
50 
81 
41 
55 


''"  From  reports  of  the  U.S.  Agricultiiral  Marketing  Service. 

^  Includes  some  potatoes  not  harvested  and  not  included  in  value  of  production. 
^  Production  multiplied  by  price  does  not  equal  value  of  production  in  all  instances 
because  of  rounding. 


TABLE  8. --Selected  data  relating  to  agriculture,  Aroostook  County,  specified  years, 

1940-54^ 


Item 


Unit 


i9-;o 


1945 


1950 


1954 


Farms. 


Number 


5,706    5,411 


4,614 


3,940 


Land  in  farms 

Cropland 

Cropland  harvested. . . ■ 
Potatoes  harvested.... 
Small  grain  harvested. 
Hay  harvested 


Land  per  farm 

Cropland  per  farm 

Cropland  harvested  per  farm. 
Potatoes  harvested  per  fami. 


Cattle  on  hand. . . 
Chickens  on  hand. 


Horses. 


Tractors. 


Farm  operators  workii:ig  100  or  more 
days  off  farm 


1,000  acres 

793 

840 

841 

783 

do. 

411 

398 

409 

381 

do. 

330 

342 

289 

283 

do. 

120 

164 

127 

120 

do. 

77 

59 

71 

70 

do. 

123 

114 

86 

84 

Acre 

139 

155 

182 

199 

do. 

72 

74 

89 

97 

do. 

5S 

63 

63 

72 

do. 

21 

30 

28 

30 

1,000  head 

2S 

28 

29 

34 

do. 

122 

133 

99 

181 

do. 

10 

,989 

7,843 

3,167 

1,675 

Number 

2 

,288 

3,690 

5,135 

5,775 

do. 


656 


1,137 


760 


670 


''■  Data  from  U.S.  Censuses  of  Agriculture. 
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exclusive  with  one  exception.  The  22  farm 
owners  whose  bids  were  not  accepted  in 
1958  but  who  came  into  the  program  in  1959 
(listed  under  3  above)  are  included  in  the  36 
bids  not  accepted  (listed  under  2).  Thus  we 
have  a  total  of  124  schedules  for  farms  with 
land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve. 

The  sampling  plan  makes  possible  com- 
parison among  groups  based  on  the  first 
year  of  participation  or  bid.    As  described 
earlier  in  this  report,    rental  payment  rates 
were  the  same  under   1957  and  1958  regular 
programs,    but  were  increased  in  1959.    The 
experimental  bid  program,    of  course,    dif- 
fered from  the  others.    There  was  rela- 
tively little  participation  in  1956. 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  farmer  could  put 
some  cropland  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
in  1957,    then  submit  a  bid  to  put  his  re- 
maining cropland  in  the  program  in  1958. 
If  his  bid  was  not  accepted,    he  could  put 
additional  cropland  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve under  the  regular  program  in  1958 
or   1959. 

Eight  participants  with  part  of  their 
farms  in  the  program  (listed  under   1  above) 
made  bids  to  put  all  their  remaining  crop- 
land in  the  reserve  under  the   1958  bid  pro- 
gram.   One  of  these  bids  was  accepted. 
Seven  put  additional  land  in  the  program  in 
1959.    However,    data  shown  in  tabulations 
for  the  first  group  of  47  farms   relate  only 
to  participation  under   1957  and  1958  regu- 
lar programs. 

None  of  the  farm  owners  who  put  land  in 
the  Conservation  Reserve  in  1959  (listed 
under  3  above)  made  contracts  in  previous 
years.    Most  of  these  farmers  put  all  eligi- 
ble land  in  their  farms  in  the  reserve. 
Only  4  of  the  35  with  no  previous  partici- 
pation and  only  one  of  the  22  who  made  bids 
in  1958  put  part  of  their  eligible  land  in 
the  program. 

Altogether,    there  are  schedules  for  102 
participants  who  put  all  eligible  land  in 
their  farms  in  the  program  and  22  who  put 
part  of  their  eligible  land  in  the  program. 


Characteristics  of  Participants 

Participants  average  older,    they  have 
owned  their  farms  longer,    and  more  of 
them  have  retirement  incomes,    work  off 
their  farms,    reside  off  their  farms,    and 


rented  out  land  before  participation  than 
was  true  of  nonparticipants  (table  9).  Farm 
owners  who  had  retirement  incomes  or 
worked  off  their  farms   100  days  or  more 
account  for  about  two-thirds  of  all  partici- 
pants. 

Some  differences  among  participants  in 
the  different  programs  may  be  noted.  Farm 
owners  whose  bids  were  accepted  in  the 

1958  experimental  bid  programi  averaged 
older,    had  operated  their  farms  longer, 
and  more  of  them  had  retirement  incomes 
than  was  true  of  the  other  groups.    Farm 
owners  who  put  part  of  their  eligible  crop- 
land in  the  program  in  1957  or   1958  and 
those  who  put  cropland  in  the  program  in 

1959  after  their  bids  in  1958  had  not  been 
accepted,    averaged  younger,    had  owned 
their  farms  fewer  years,    and  worked  off 
their  farms  more  days  than  did  other  par- 
ticipants. 

Forty  percent  of  the  farm  owners  whose 
bids  were  accepted  in  1958  rented  out  land 
to  other  farmers  in  the  year  before  partici- 
pation,   as   compared  with  only  6  percent  for 
participants  in  the  1957  and  1958  regular 
programs  and  about  26  percent  for  partici- 
pants in  1959.    Relatively  few  of  the  non- 
participants  in  the  sample  had  retirement 
incomes,    worked  or  resided  off  their 
farms,    or  rented  out  land. 


Characteristics  of  Farms 

Farms  of  participants  averaged  smaller 
and  had  less  cropland  than  did  those  of  non- 
participants  (table  10).    Farmjs  of  partici- 
pants who  put  all  eligible  land  in  the  pro- 
gram in  1957  or   1958,    averaged  smaller 
than  those  of  participants  in  1959.    But 
farms  with  part  of  eligible  cropland  in  the 
program  in  1957  and  1958  were  relatively 
large. 


Participants  used  a  smaller  proportion 
of  their  cropland  for  potatoes  and  a  larger 
proportion  to  grow  grain,    hay,    and  other 
crops  than  did  nonparticipants.    The  acre- 
age of  potatoes  on  farms   of  participants 
averaged  only  20  as  compared  with  37  on 
farms  of  nonparticipants.    However,    40 
percent  of  the  participants,    as  compared 
with  9  percent  of  the  nonparticipants,    did 
not  grow  potatoes  in  the  year  before  putting 
land  in  the  program.    Participants  who 
grew  potatoes  had  about  33  acres  per  farm 
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TABLE  9. --Characteristics  of  participants  compared  with  those  of  nonparticipants^  Aroostook  County-'- 


Item 


Ovmers 
inter- 
vie-^ved 


Age  of 
o-^vner 


Farm 
ovmed 


Percentage  of  farm  o^.mers  v.ho- 


Had 
retire- 
ment 
incomes 


Worked  100 
or  more 
days  off 

this  farm 


Lived 

off 
farm 


Rented 

out 
land^ 


1957  or  1958  program: 
Total 

All  eligible  land 

Part  eligible  land 

1958  bid  program: 

Accepted 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted .... 

All  participants^ 

Nonparticipants 


Number 
4-7 
30 
17 


20 
36 


35 
22 

124 

46 


Years 
58 
60 
54 


65 

51 


56 
52 

57 

53 


Years 
23 
26 
18 


27 

18 


25 
18 

23 

20 


Percent 
32 
-40 
18 


45 
11 


29 

14 

30 


Percent 
43 
40 
47 


35 
39 


43 
45 

42 

13 


Percent 
43 
53 
24 


50 
25 


17 
27 

33 

4 


Percent 
6 

10 
0 


40 
22 


26 
23 

20 

12 


-"-  Data  for  age,  years  of  ownership,  retirement  annuities,  and  residence  as  of  December  1958,  and  those 
for  employment  off  farm  for  1958. 

^  Rented  out  land  in  year  before  participation. 

^  Data  are  for  farm  owners  with  land  in  the  program.  Bids  in  1958  that  were  not  accepted  not  included 
unless  land  was  put  in  the  program  in  1959. 

TABLE  10. --Land  and  crops  growi-i  per  farm  and  percentage  of  farms  with  livestock  enterprises  and 
.    .  ■         .      classified  as  commercial,  Aroostook  County 


ixem- 


Land  per 
farm 


Crops  grovm  per  farm' 


Potatoes 


Small 
grain 


Hay  and 

other 


Total 


Percentage  of  farms 
that-- 


Had  live- 
stock 
enterprises- 


Were 
commer- 
cial'* 


1957  or  1958  programs : 
Total 

All  eligible  land 

Part  of  eligible  land.... 

1958  bid  program.: 

Accepted 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted... 

All  participants 

Nonparticipants 


Acres 
154 
121 
213 


118 
171 


124 

190 

146 
166 


Acres  Acres 

20  14 

.  11  8 

35  23 


18 
23 


20 

21 

20 
37 


r 

11 


13 

li 

12 

17 


Acres 
35 
29 
48 


40 
47 


33 

54 

39 

38 


Acres 

69 

48 

106 


65 
81 


66 
86 

71 

92 


Percent 
19 
13 
29 


10 
19 


20 
27 

19 

50 


Percent 

57 
40 


65 


64 

71 

64 
94 


-"-  See  table  9  fo""  number  of  farms  in  each  group. 

^  Crops  gro-wn  in  year  before  participation  for  the  participants  and  in  1958  for  the  nonparticipants. 

^  Excludes  farms  that  produced  livestock  products  for  home  use  only. 

"^  Commercial  farms  defined  as  in  1954  Census  of  Agriculture. 
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as  compared  with  40  acres  for  nonpartici- 
pants. 

Relatively  few  farmers  with  livestock 
enterprises  put  land  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve.    Most  livestock  enterprises  of 
participants  were  small,    but  some  of  the 
nonparticipants  had  large  livestock  enter- 
prises.   For  example,    10  of  the  46  inter- 
viewed had  10  or  more  milk  cows. 

Nearly  two-thirds  of  the  farms  with  land 
in  the  program  were  classified  as  com- 
mercial,   with  the  same  criteria  used  for 
classification  as  those  used  in  the  1954 
Census  of  Agriculture.    Apparently,    a  ma- 
jority of  the  participants  were  dependent 
mainly  on  income  from  farming  before  land 
was  placed  in  the  program. 

Real  estate  value  and  taxes  per  acre 
average  lower  for  farms  of  participants 
than  for  those  of  nonparticipants  (table   11). 
These  data  suggest  that  land  of  less  than 
average  productivity  was  put  in  the  regular 


1957  and  1958  programs  when  rental  pay- 
ments per  acre  were  relatively  low. 
Apparently,    however,    land  of  average  pro- 
ductivity was  put  in  the  program  under  1959 
and  1958  bid  programs,    when  rental  rates 
were  higher.    Real  estate  values  and  taxes 
per  acre  averaged  about  the  same  for 
farms  of  participants  in  1959  as  for  those 
of  nonparticipants. 

The  high  percentages  of  participants  who 
produced  potatoes,    have  potato  storage 
houses,    and  employed  hired  workers  indi- 
cate that  many  operated  commercial  potato 
farms  (table   11).    The  proportion  of   farms 
with  land  in  the  program  that  are  connmer- 
cial  units   apparently  was  larger  in  1959 
than  in  1957.    Only  a  third  of  the  partici- 
pants who  put  all  eligible  land  on  their 
farms  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  in  1957 
or   1958  produced  potatoes,    but  the  propor- 
tion was  more  than  half  for  those  whose 
bids  were  accepted  under  the   1958  bid  pro- 
gram and  about  three-fourths  for  those  who 
put  land  in  the  reserve  in  1959. 


TABLE  11. --Market  value  of  farm  real  estate,  real  estate  taxes,  and  percentages  of  farms  by  specified 

characteristics,  Aroostook  Ctounty 


[tern-" 


Per"  acre" 


Market 
value 
of  real 
estate 


Real 
estate 
taxes 


Percentage  of  farms  that  had^-- 


Potato 
crop 


Potato 
storage 
houses 


Tractors 


Hired 
labor 


1957  or  1958  program: 
Total '. 

All  eligible  land 

Part  of  eligible  land...o. 

1958  bid  program: 

Accepted 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted.... 

All  participants 

Nonparticipants 


Do  1 1 ars  Doll ars 

72  1.98 

62  1.56 

82  2.40 


117 
84 


111 
80 

89 

112 


2.53 
2.16 


3.27 
1.88 

2.34 

3.46 


Percent 
51 
33 
82 


55 
77 


74 
64 

60 

91 


Percent 
26 
20 

35 


15 
25 


Percent 
60 
47 
82 


30 
83 


Percent  Percent 

23  77 

20  67 

27  94 


34 
23 

26 


46 
86 

56 

(") 


20 
69 


54 
68 

40 

85 


65 
97 


95 

79 

(^) 


"""  See  table  9  for  number  of  farms  in  each  group. 

^  Data  on  market  value  of  farm  real  estate  estimated  by  farm  owners;  data  for  real  estate  taxes  from 
county  records. 

^  Data  for  year  before  participation. 
"^  Not  available. 
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Rental  Payment  Rates  and  Bids 

Rental  payments  for  the  participants  in 
the  sample  averaged  $6.  53  per  acre  in  1957 
and  1958  compared  with  $1  5.  41  for    bids 
accepted  under  the   1958  bid  program    and 
$17.  5Z  in  1959  for  farm  owners    who    had 
not  previously  participated  (table   12). 
Rental  payments  per  $100  of  farm    real 
estate  after  real  estate  taxes  for    farm 
owners  who  put  all  eligible  land  in  their 
farms  in  the  program  averaged  $1.  52    in 
1957  and  1958  compared  with  $4.  96  for  bids 
accepted  under  the   1958  bid  program    and 
$5.  73  in  1959. 

Net  returns  to  participants  from  their 
investments  in  farm  real  estate  are  much 
less.    Participants  pay  part  of  the  cost    of 
establishing  conservation  practices  on  land 
put  in  the  program.   Also,   they  have  annual 
costs  for  preventing  growth  of  weeds    and 
brush  on  land  put  in  the  program  and   for 
maintenance  offences,    buildings,    and  other 
improvements.    However,   they  have  the  use 
of  the  buildings  and  land  not  put  in  the  Con- 
servation Reserve. 

Rental  payment  rates  for  farm  owners 
whose  bids  were  accepted  under  the   1958 
bid  program  averaged  nearly  $9.  00  per 
acre  less  than  those  of  farm  owners    that 
were  not  accepted  (table   12).   As  pointed 
out  earlier,    22  of  the  36  farm  owners    in 
the  sample  who  made  bids  in  1958  and  were 
not  accepted  put  their  farms  in  the  Conser- 
vation Reserve  in  1959.    These  22  put  land 
in  the  program  at  an  average  rate  of  $16 
per  acre  in  1959  as  compared  with  the  $24 
they  requested  per  acre  in  1958.    The    re- 
maining  14  farm  owners  did  not  put   their 
farms  in  the  program  in  1959. 

Farm  owners  who  made  bids  in  1958  were 
asked  how  they  decided  upon  bid  rates. 
Most  of  them  said  that  they  estimated  how 
much  would  be  required  to  pay  their    ex- 
penses for  taxes,    insurance,    and  interest 
on  debts  and  to  provide  some  return  on 
their  investmients.    Many  said  they  were 
guided  by  prevailing  rental  rates  in   the 
area.    Some  had  been  renting  land  out  to 
other  farmers. 

Differences  in  bid  rates  among  farm 
owners  for  land  of  comparable  productivity 
resulted  from  a  variety  of  causes.    The    20 
owners  whose  bids  were  accepted  said  that 
they  bid  at  what  they  considered  to  be  rela- 
tively low  rates  in  order  to  be  certain  that 


they  would  be  accepted.    The  36  farm    own- 
ers whose  bids  were  not  accepted  thought 
that  it  would  be  profitable  to  put  their  farms 
in  the  program  in  1958  only  if  they  received 
rental  payments  averaging  about  $24    per 
acre.    The  relatively  low  price  of  potatoes 
in  1958  was  important  in  causing  many   of 
these  owners  to  offer  their  land  at  lower 
rates  in  1959  than  in  1958. 

In  1959,    farmers  could  offer  to  putcrop- 
land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  at    rental 
rates  less  than  the  maximum  rates  estab- 
lished for  their  farms  by  the  County  Agri- 
cultural Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Committee,    in  order  to  improve  the  prob- 
ability of  having  their  bids  accepted.  About 
a  third  of  the  farm  owners  offered  land  for 
$2  or  $3  an  acre  less  than  the  maximum 
rates  set  for  their  farms.    Most  of  the  re- 
maining two-thirds  offered  land  at  slightly 
less  than  the  maximum  rates.    Prices    of 
potatoes  averaged  relatively  low  in  1958, 
about  $1.  00  per   100  pounds,    and  this 
caused  many  farmers  to  offer  land  at  low 
rental  rates. 


Some  Reduction  in  Crop  Production 

More  than  65,  000  acres,    or  about  17 
percent  of  all  cropland  in  Aroostook  County 
were  placed  in  the  Conservation   Reserve 
from   1956  through  1959.   According  to  data 
obtained  from  participants  in  the  sample, 
reductions  in  acreages  of  crops  were  dis- 
tributed as  follows:  potatoes  27  percent, 
small  grain  21  percent,    and  hay  52    per- 
cent (table   12),    When  applied  to  the   total 
acreage  in  the  Conservation  Reserve,  these 
percentages  suggest  that  reductions    re- 
sulting from  the  program  were  about  as 
follows:  potatoes   17,600  acres,    grain 
13,700  acres,    and  hay  33,800  acres. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  potatoes 
accounted  for  less  than  a  third  of  all  crop- 
land in  Aroostook  County  in  1954  and   that 
the  total  harvested  acreage  of  potatoes  was 
164,  000  in  1945  as  compared  with  120,  000 
in  1954,  (See  table  8.  )  Although  large  acre - 
ages  have  been  placed  in  the  Conserva- 
tion Reserve,    much  land  suitable  for  grow- 
ing potatoes  is  still  available.    The  acreage 
in  potatoes  may  not  have  decreased  greatly 
in  Aroostook  County  from   1956  to  1959.  The 
harvested  acreage  of  potatoes  in  Maine  was 
143,  000  in  1959  as  compared  with  149,  000 
in  1958,    137, 000  in  1957,    147, 000  in  1956, 
and  141,  000  in  1955. 
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TABLE  12. -Rental  payments  and  reduction  in  acreage  of  crops  grown  by  participants,  Aroostook  County 


Item' 


1957  or  1958  programs: 
Total 

All  eligible  land 

Part  of  eligible  land 

1958  bid  program: 

Accepted 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted.... 

All  participants 


Rental  payment  per- 


Acre 


$100  of 
real  estate 
value  after 

taxes^ 


$100  of 
reduction 

in  crop 
production-' 


Dollars  Dollars 

6.53 

6.30  1.52 

7.01 


15.41 
24.26 


17.52 
16.02 

13.60 


5.08 
11.19 


5.73 
6.23 

4.96 


Dollars 
7.32 
7.55 
6.92 


15.19 
27.70 


18.24 
21.98 

16.25 


Reduction  in  acreage  grown  per  farm 


Potatoes 


Small 
grains 


Hay  and 
other 


Acres 

12 
11 
13 


18 


Acres 

10 

8 

13 


17 
18 

14 


12 

11 

11 


Acrei 
23 
29 

15 


40 


32 
52 

27 


Total 


Acres 
45 
48 
41 


65 


61 
81 

52 


^  See  table  9  for  number  of  farms  in  each  group. 

^  Data  for  participants  who  put  all  eligible  land  in  the  program.  Altogether,  there  were  102  in  our 
sample. 

^  Change  in  crops  produced  from  year  before  participation  to  first  year  of  participation  valued  at 
1958  prices  received  by  farmers.  It  was  assumed  that  only  half  of  the  hay  was  utilized.  Prices  of  pota- 
toes averaged  only  $1.11  per  hundredweight  in  1958  compared  with  $2.15  in  1957  (table  7). 


Each  year  much  of  the  land  in  hay  is 
neither  harvested  nor  utilized  in  any  other 
way.   Some  of  the  reduction  in  acreage  ot 
hay  on  farms  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
may  have  been  offset  by  increases  onfarmis 
not  participating  in  the  program.    This  may 
be  true  to  some  extent  also  in  the  case  of 
grain  crops. 

Most  of  the  farm  owners  interviewed 
said  that  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
would  have  been  used  to  grow  crops  ifthere 
had  been  no  program.    They  said  they  would 
have  farmed  it  themselves  or  rented  it  out 
to  others.    This  was  generally  true  of  farm 
owners  who  produced  potatoes  on  their 
farms  in  the  year  before  participation. 
However,    reduction  in  acreages  of  crops 
on  farms  of  participants  may  have  been 
partly  offset  by  increases  in  acreages    on 
farms  of  others. 

Probably,    the  program  has  had  little 
effect  on  livestock  production.    Most  par- 
ticipants did  not  have  large  livestock 


enterprises  (table   10).    In  a  few  instances, 
however,    nonparticipants  mentioned  that 
the  acreages  of  hay  and  pasture  available 
for  rent  had  been  reduced. 


Rental  payments  per  $100  of  reduction 
in  value  of  crop  production  averaged  much 
less  for  participants  in  the   1957  and  1958 
programs  than  for  those  in  the   1958  bid  or 
1959  programs  (table   12).    In  these  esti- 
mates,   crops  were  valued  at  1958  prices 
and  only  half  of  the  hay  was  considered  to 
have  a  value  as  usually  much  of  it  is  not 
harvested.    Participants  in  the   1958  bid  and 
1959  program  had  a  higher  value  of  crop 
production  per  acre  than  did  participants 
in  the   1957  or  1958  programs  in  the  year 
before  land  was  placed  in  the  program. 
However,    the  larger  rental  payment  rates 
more  than  offset  the  effect  of  larger  crop 
values  peracre  so  that  the  reduction  in  value 
of  crop  production  per  dollar  of  rental 
payment  was  lower  for   1959  participants 
than  for  those  in  earlier  years. 
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Most   participants    do  not  have  definite 
plains  for  use  of  cropland  put  in  the  Con- 
servation Reserve  v/hen  contracts  expire. 
A  few  said  they  plan  to  farm  if  production 
of  potatoes   seems  profitable.    Others  said 
they  would  renew  contracts  and  keep  their 
land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  if  this 
were  possible. 

Little  Change  in  Residence  or  Ownership 

Of  the   1Z4  farm  owners  interviewed  in 
Aroostook  County  who  put  land  in  the  Con- 
servation Reserve,    83  lived  on  their  farms, 
28  lived  on  other  farms,    and  13  lived   in 
villages  or  cities.    The  residence  of  those 
who  had  been  living  on  farms  chaunged  in 
only  two  instances.    These  two  owners  work 
and  live  in  Connecticut  during  most  of  the 
year  but  live  on  their  farms  during  part  of 
each  summer. 

There  has  not  yet  been  time  for  much 
chcinge  in  residence  of  the   1959  partici- 
pants.   However,    most  of  the  people  who  are 
participating  because  of  age  or  poor  health 
or  because  they  have  off- farm  jobs  said 
they  planned  to  continue  living  on  their 
farms. 

Only  3  farm  owners  among  the   1Z4  with 
contracts  had  owned  their  farms  for    less 
than  3  years.    Two  of  these  had  owned  their 
farms  for  2  years  before  putting  land  in  the 
Conservation  Reserve.    The  other  had  pur- 
chased his  farm  with  the  contract  about  6 
months  before  he  was  interviewed.    There 
is  no  evidence  from  this  survey  that  people 
have  bought  farmland  in  order  to  receive 
rental  payments  under  the  Conservation 
Reserve  Program. 

As  pointed  out  earlier,    20  percent  of  the 
farm  owners  in  our  sample  who  have  land 
in  the  Conservation  Reserve  rented  out  land 
to  other  farmers  in  the  year  before  partic- 
ipation in  the  progrann.    Potatoes  were 
grown  on  much  of  this  rented  land.     Much 
land  still  is  available  for  rent  and  rental 
rates  paid  by  farmers  probably  have    been 
affected  little  by  the  program.    In  a  few 
instances,    however,    nonparticipaiits  men- 
tioned that  less  hay  and  pasture  land  was 
available  for  rent. 

Less  Labor,  Fertilizer,  and  Other 
Inputs  Used 

As   104  of  the   124  participants  inter- 
viewed put  all  eligible  land  in  their  farms 


in  the  Conservation  Reserve,    reductions  in 
expenditures  for  hired  labor,    fertilizer, 
petroleum  products,    and  other  inputs  have 
occurred  or  can  be  expected  on  these  farms. 
Some  reduction  also  may  occur  on  farms 
with  only  part  of  the  eligible  land  placed  in 
the  program^ 

Most  of  the  farm  owners  who  lived  on 
their  farms  said  that  they  planned  to  limit 
their  farmwork  to  maintenance  of  buildings 
and  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve.    Re- 
ductions in  hired  labor  are  being  made 
also  on  farms  of  participants.    About  half 
of  those  who  did  not  rent  out  land  employed 
hired  workers.    These  farmers  said  they 
woiild  discontinue  the  use  of  hired  workers. 

Farmers  who  grow  potatoes  indicated 
that  they  used  a  ton  or  more  of  fertilizer 
for  each  acre  grown.    Reductions  in  use  of 
fertilizer,    petroleum  products,    and  other 
items  for  which  cash  expenditures  are 
made  annually  should  be  about  proportional 
to  reduction  in  acreages  of  potatoes  grown. 

Few  Changes  in  Buildings,  More  in 
Machinery 

Of  the   124  farm  owners  interviewed  who 
have  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve, 
nearly  80  percent  have  houses  that  are  be- 
ing used,    nearly  30  percent  have  potato 
storage  houses,    and  about  75  percent  have 
barns  or  machinery  sheds.    Most  of  these 
people  said  that  they  plan  to  maintain  their 
farm  buildings.    Some  of  the  farm  buildings 
are  old  and  in  poor  condition.    Many  partic- 
ipants w^ho  have  potato  storage  houses    on 
their  farms  have  rented  them  to  other 
farmers  or  plan  to  do  so. 

Seventy  of  the   124  farm  owners  had 
tractors  and  other  farm  implements  on 
their  farms  before  putting  land  in  the  Con- 
servation Reserve.    Twenty-four,    or  about 
a  third,    have   sold  some  of  their  machines 
or  plan  to  do  so.    Some  said  their  farm 
implements  were  old  or  in  poor  condition 
and  therefore  difficult  to  sell.    Only  a   few 
who  have  put  all  eligible  land  in  their  farms 
in  the  program  plan  to  keep  all  their  ma- 
chinery.   Some  of  these  said  they  would  do 
custom  work  with  their  machinery  on  other 
farms. 

Many  Reasons  for  Participating 

In  discussion,    farm  owners  indicated  that 
they  compared  rental  payments  they  would 


receive  with  the  returns  they  expected  from 
their  land  if  they  had  farmed  it  themselves 
or  with  rental  returns  they  would  have    re- 
ceived from  renting  to  other  farmers    and 
decided  that  participation  in  the  program 
would  give  them  greater  economic  returns. 
Relatively  low  prices  for  potatoes  in  recent 
years,   lack  of  labor,    and  high  wage  rates 
for  hired  workers  were  reasons  mentioned 
by  mamy  for  thinking  that  continued  crop 
production  might  not  be  profitable. 

Many  farm  owners  were  interested 
mainly  in  obtaining  a  return  from  their  in- 
vestment in  land  and   not  a  return   from 
farmwork.    This  was  true,    for  example,    of 
most   participants  who  had  retired  or 
wanted  to  retire  or  those  who  had  off- farm 
jobs.  Some  of  these  owners  said  that  rental 
payments  from  the  prograjns  were  higher 
than  those  they  could  get  from  renting  land 
to  other  farmers. 

A  guaranteed  return  from  the  land  helped 
to  make  the  program  attractive.    Some 
farmers  said  they  could  rent  their  land  out 
to  other  farmers  but  if  prices  of  potatoes 
were  low  and  tenants  were  unable  to  pay 
the  rent,   they  might  not  receive  any  rental 
return. 

Many  farm  owners  said  that  they  put  land 
in  a  program  to  receive  income  for  use  in 
paying  real  estate  taxes,    insurance,    and 
other  fixed  expenses. 

A  few  farmers  were  heavily  in  debt  and 
could  not  obtain  the  additional  operating 
capital  needed  for  growing  potatoes.  There- 
fore,  they  found  it  advantageous  to  put  land 
in  the  program. 

Some  farmers  with  large  acreages  use 
the  program  to  help  reduce  the   size  of  their 
farming  operations  and  to  get  a  return  from 
land  they  do  not  want  to  farm. 

Most  of  the  participants  interviewed  had 
several  closely  related  reasons  for  putting 
land  in  the  program.    They  can  be  summa- 
rized by  referring  to  participants  by  pro- 
gram years. 

Participants  who  put  all  eligible  land  in 
their  Jlims  in  the  program _in  19 57^ Fl 958. 
The  s"ampTe^  incTuded  30  of~these  farmers. 
They  can  be  classified  into  three  groups  as 
follows: 

(1)  Fourteen  said  that  they  were  too  old 
or  infirm    to  operate  their  farms  and  that 


with  current  wage  rates  and  potato  prices, 
it  was  not  profitable  to  hire  labor  to  operate 
their  farms.    Twelve  had  retirement   in- 
comes.   Most  of  them  did  some  work  on  their 
farms,    and  a  few  had  part-time  nonfarm 
jobs.    Only  a  few  produced  potatoes  the  year 
before  they  put  land  in  the  program.    Sev- 
eral had  small  livestock  enterprises. 

(2)  Ten  farmers  worked  full  time  off  their 
farms.    Of  the   10,    only  3  produced   potatoes 
the  year  before  participation.    Most  of  them 
said  that  it  did  not  pay  to  operate  their 
farms  with  hired  labor  and  that  rental  pay- 
ments under  the  program  were  larger  and 
more  certain  than  those  they  might  obtain 
from  renting  land  to  other  farmers. 

(3)  Six  were  owner-operators  of  other 
farms  and  wanted  to  reduce  their  farming 
operations.    Four  produced  potatoes  on 
farms  put  in  the  Conservation  Reserve. 
Most  of  them  said  they  wanted  to  reduce 
their  acreages  of  potatoes  and  other  crops. 

Participants  who  put  part  of  the  elij^ible 
land  in  their  farms  in  the  program  in  1957 
or   1958.  The  sample  included  17  suchpartic- 
ipants,    who  can  be  classified  into  three 
groups: 

(1)  Four  said  they  wanted  to  reduce  their 
crop  acreages  because  of  age  or  poor 
health  and  that  hired  labor  was  too  expen- 
sive or  not  readily  available.    Three    had 
retirement  incomes. 

(Z)  Five   said  they  had  more  land  than 
they  wanted  to  operate  and  were  using   the 
program  to  reduce  the   size  of  their  farm- 
ing operations.    All  of  these  grew  large 
acreages  of  potatoes  in  the  year  before 
participation  and  planned  to  reduce  their 
potato  acreages. 

(3)  Eight  had  full-time  off- farm  jobs  and 
wanted  to  reduce  their  farming  operations. 
Six  produced  potatoes  before  putting  land 
in  the  program.    Nearly  all  had  employed 
some  hired  labor  but  said  that  producing 
potatoes  with  hired  labor  was  not  profitable. 

Participants  whose  bids  were  accepted  in 
the   1958  experimental  bid  program.    There 
were  20  of  these  participants  in  the  sample. 
rhey  can  be  classified  into  two  groups: 

(1)  Eleven  said  they  wanted  to  discontinue 
farming  because  of  age  or  poor  health. 
They  were  63  years  of  age  or  older  and 
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most  of  them  had  retirement  incomes.  They 
said  that  there  was  little  demand  for  land 
for  rent,    although  several  had  rented  out 
parts  of  their  farms  in  the  past.    In  1957, 
potatoes  -were  grown  on  six  of  these  farms. 

(2)  Nine  had  off-farm  jobs.    They  said 
that  rental  returns  under  the  prograjnwere 
better  than  those  they  could  get  from  farm- 
ing their  land  with  hired  workers  or  from 
renting  land  to  other  farmers.    Potatoes 
were  grown  on  four  of  these  farms  in  1957. 

Participants  in  1959  who  had  not  partici- 
pated previously.    The  sample  included  35 
of  these  participants- -3  1  who  put  all  and  4 
who  put  part  of  the  eligible  land  in  their 
farms  under  the  program.    They  can  be 
grouped  as  follows: 

(1)  Thirteen  said  they  were  too  old  or 
infirm    to  continue  working  on  their  farms. 
Most  of  them  had  retirement  incomes. 
Eight  grew  potatoes  on  their  farms  in  1958 
and  some  had  large  acreages. 

(2)  Eleven  had  full-time  off-farm  jobs. 
Six  of  them  had  produced  potatoes  in  1958. 
These  participants  said  that  rental  pay- 
ments under  the  program  would  give  them 
a  greater  return  from  their  land  than  grow- 
ing crops.  • 

(3)  Four  w^ere  owner-operators  of  other 
farms  and  wajited  to  reduce  the   size  of  their 
farming  operations.    They  said  rental  pay- 
ments under  the  program  would  be  more 
profitable  than  growing  crops. 

(4)  Four  w^ho  put  part  of  their  eligible 
land  in  the  program  said  they  w^anted  to 
reduce  the  size  of  their  farming  operations. 
One  worked  part  time  on  another  farm  and 
one  was  in  poor  health.    The  other  two  said 
they  had  mrore  land  than  they  wanted  to 
operate  because  of  relatively  low  prices 
for  potatoes. 

(5)  Three  plan  to  discontinue  farming. 
These  participants  said  they  would  have 
continued  to  grow  crops  if  there  had  been 
no  program.   All  had  large  acreages  of  po- 
tatoes in  1958.    They  said  that  rental  pay- 
ments under  the  program  would  be  more 
profitable  than  growing  potatoes. 

Participants  in   1959  whose  bids  under  the 
1958  experimental  bid  program  were  not 
accepted.    The  22  such  participants  in  the 
sample  can  be  grouped  as  follows: 


(1)  Eight  said  they  were  too  old  or  their 
health  was  too  poor  to  continue  working  full 
time  on  their  farms.    Four  produced  pota- 
toes in  1958  but  said  they  thought  rental 
returns  from  the  program  would  be  larger 
than  those  from  growing  crops. 


(2)  Ten  worked  full-time  off  their  farms. 
Although  four  of  them  grew  potatoes  on 
their  farms  in  1958,    they  expected  rental 
returns  under  the  programs  to  be  larger 
than  those  from  growing  crops, 

(3)  Two  wanted  to  reduce  the   size  of  their 
farming  operations.    One  of  these  partici- 
pants had  another  farm  he  was  operating 
and  the  other  put  only  part  of  his  farm  in 
the  program.    They  grew  potatoes  in  1958 
on  land  put  in  the  program. 


(4)  Two  said  they  planned  to  discontinue 
farming  because  it  was  not  profitable.  They 
produced  potatoes  in  1958.    One  had  a  part- 
time  off-farm  job. 


It  is  evident  that  the  need  or  desire  for 
income  from  farmw^ork  w^as  a  major  factor 
in  farmers'   decisions   relative  to  partici- 
pation.   All  of  the  124  participants  can  be 
grouped  into  three  categories  according  to 
employment,    as  follows: 


(1)  Fifty  were  retired  or  planning  to  re- 
tire or  were  unable  to  w^ork  because  of  poor 
health.    Many  of  them  had  been  renting  out 
part  of  their  land  or  had  been  operating 
their  farms  with  hired  labor.    They  had  de- 
cided that  rental  payments  under  the  pro- 
gram would  give  them  greater  returns  from 
their  land. 


(2)  Forty-eight  had  jobs  off  their  farms 
and  wanted  to  discontinue  or  reduce  their 
farming  operations.    Many  of  these  partici- 
pants had  been  renting  out  some  land  or  had 
em.ployed  hired  workers  and  decided  that 
rental  payments  under  the  program  would 
give  them  greater  returns  from  their  land. 


(3)   The  remaining  26  participants  wanted 
to  reduce  the   size  of  their  farming  opera- 
tions or  to  discontinue  farming  altogether. 
Ten  had  other  farms  they  operated.    Some 
put  only  part  of  their  farms  in  the  program. 
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Important  differences  in  characteristics 
of  farm  owners  and  farms  in  each  of  these 
three  groups  may  be  noted  (table   13).    Par- 
ticipants ■who  had  retired,    planned  to  retire, 
or  were  unable  to  work  averaged  older  in 
age,    had  owned  their  farms  longer,    and  had 
smaller  farms  and  less  cropland  than  other 
participants.    Participants  who  had  off-farm 


jobs  of  100  or  more  days  had  relatively 
large  farnas,    acreages  of  cropland,    and 
high  real  estate  values  and  tcLxes  per  acre, 
as  compared  with  other  participants.    How- 
ever,   participants  employed  mainly  in 
farmw^ork  produced  more  potatoes  and  a 
relatively  large  proportion  had  operated 
commercial  farms. 


TABLE  13. — Characteristics  of  participants   and  nonparticipants   in  Conservation  Reserve, 

classified  by  employment,    Aroostook  County  .    . 


Characteristic 


Unit 


Participants  by  employment 


Retired 

or 
unable 
to  work 


Off -farm 

job  of 
100  days 
or  more 


Mainly 
f  arm- 
work 


All 

partici- 
pants 


Non- 
partici- 
pants 


Owners  interviewed 

Farm  owners: 

Average  age 

Owned  farm 

Lived  on  farm""" 

With  of f -farm  job^ 

Farms: 

Land  per  farm 

Cropland  per  farm 

Market  value  per  acre^ 

Real  estate  taxes  per  acre. 

Commercial  farms'"" 

Produced  potatoes"'' 


Number 


50 


48 


26 


124- 


46 


Year 

69 

48 

51 

58 

53 

do. 

33 

18 

16 

23 

20 

Percent 

70 

62 

69 

67 

98 

do. 

12 

100. 

23 

42 

13 

Acre 

118 

152 

143 

137 

166 

do. 

56 

82 

78 

70 

92 

Dollar 

88 

■  ■  -102  ■ 

93 

95 

112 

do. 

2.22 

2.67 

2.60 

2.50 

3.46 

Percent 

54 

62 

85 

64 

92 

do. 

50 

54 

92 

•  60 

91 

Percentage  of  total  number  in  each  group. 
Estimated  by  farm  owners. 


Reasons  for  Not  Participating 

Most  of  the  46  farm  owners  interviewed 
w^ho  had  no  land  in  the  program  said  that 
rental  rates  were  not  high  enough  to  make 
participation  advantageous.   A  few^  said  that 
rental  payments  would  not  pay  their  cash 
expenses  for  taxes,    insurance,    and  interest 
on  debts.   A  larger  number  said  that  money 
remaining  from  rental  payments  after  pay- 
ing their  fixed  expenses  w^ould  not  be  enough 
to  pay  the  living  costs  for  their  families  and 
that  they  could  not  shift  readily  to  nonfarm 
occupations.    Many  indicated  that  they  had 
lost  money  growing  potatoes  in  the  last  few 


years  and  hoped  that  potato  prices  would 
improve.    Some  have  large  debts  and  do  not 
see  how  they  can  pay  them  if  they  do  not 
grow  potatoes.    A  few  said  that  they  may  put 
land  in  the  program  in  I960.    Only  two  had 
retirement  incomes,    five  had  nonfarm  jobs. 
Most  of  them  operated  commercial  farms 
and  depended  mainly  on  farming  for    em- 
ployment and  income. 


Comments  About  the  Program  Favorable 

Farm  owners  were  asked  to  make  com- 
ments about  the  Conservation  Reserve 
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Program  and  to  suggest  changes  they 
thought  should  be  made. 

About  half  of  those  who  put  land  in  the 
program,  in  1957  and  1958   said  that  rental 
payment  rates  were  too  low.    They  received 
$9  per  acre  for  land  that  had  been  in  soil- 
bani:  base  crops  and  $2.  70  per  acre  for 
other  eligible  land.    Many  said  that  these 
rates  were  not  high  enough  to  pay  the   costs 
of  cutting  hay  and  brush,    real  estate  ta:xes, 
and  insurance.    Some  thought  that  their 
rental  rates  should  be  the  same  as  those  for 
land  put  in  the  program  in  1959. 

In  general,    participants  in  1953  bid  and 
in  1959  programs  thought  that  rental  pay- 
ment rates  were  fair.    Several  said  that 
they  should  be  higher  for  land  that  had  be  en 
used  to  grow  potatoes  and  lower  for  land 
that  had  been  in  hay.    A  few  thought  that 
rental  rates  should  be  the  same  for  all 
farms. 

Most  participants  indicated  that  they 
w^ere  benefiting  from  the  program.   A  large 
number  mentioned  that  it  was  possible  to 
retire  on  their  farms  or  to  work  at  non- 
farm  jobs  while  living  on  their  farms. 

Farmers  with  land  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve  agreed  that  production  of  potatoes 


would  iieed  to  be  reduced  if  prices  were  to 
improve.    Many  believe  that  fewer  potatoes 
will  be  produced  as  a  result  of  the  pro- 
gram.   However,    some  observed  in-stances 
in  which  farmers  who  had  put  land  in  the 
program  rented  from  others  land  on  which 
they  grew  potatoes.    Although  opinions  on 
alternative  programs  were  not  requested, 
several  said  that  acreage-control  and  price- 
support  programs  would  be  necessary  also— 
to  reduce  production  and  to  improve  prices 
of  potatoes. 

Nonparticipants  also  were  asked  for  com- 
ments about  the  Conservation  Reserve  Pro- 
gram.   Among  those  who  made  comments, 
about  half  thought  the  program  would  help 
reduce  production  and  improve  prices  of 
potatoes  and  about  half  were  doubtful  that 
it  v/ould  do  so.    Those  ■who  were  doubtful 
mentioned  that  some  farmers  who  put  land 
in  the  Conservation  Reserve  rented  other 
land  for  growing  potatoes. 

Many  farm  owners  pointed  out  that  the 
Conservation  Reserve  was  helping  many 
older  farmers  retire  and  younger  farm 
people  to  shift  to  nonfarm  employment. 
They  considered  these  benefits  an  important 
result  of  the  program. 


EFFECTS  IN  FRANKLIN  AND  KENNEBEC  COUNTIES 


Agriculture  of  the  Area 

Agriculture  in  Franklin  and  Kennebec 
Counties  is  representative  in  many  ways  of 
that  in  other  areas  of  Maine  except  Aroos- 
took County.    Hay,    pasture,    and  woodlajid 
are  the  main  uses  of  land  in  farms  (table 
14).    According  to  the  1954  Census  of  Agri- 
culture,   90  percent  of  the  cropland  har- 
vested was  in  hay.    Small  grains,    corn, 
vegetables,    and  other  crops  accounted  for 
the  remaining  10  percent. 

In  1954,    nearly  54  percent  of  the  farms 
in  this  area  were  classified  residential    or 
part-time  units  as  compared  with  a  little 
less  than  50  percent  for  the  rest  of  Maine 
excluding  Aroostook  County.    About  52  per- 
cent of  the  commercial  farms  were  classi- 
fied as  dairy  and  20  percent  as  poultry 
farms.    Dairy  and  poultry  farmers  buymost 
of  the  feed  concentrates  fed  on  their  farms. 
Livestock  and  livestock  products  accounted 
for  87  percent  of  the  total  value  of  all  farm 


products  sold.  However,  fruits  and  vege- 
tables are  important  enterprises  on  some 
farms. 

A  little  more  than  half  of  the  farm  opera- 
tors in  Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties,  as 
compared  with  46  percent  in  the  rest  of 
Maine  excluding  Aroostook  County,   worked 
100  or  miore  days  off  their  farms  in  1954, 
About  half  of  the  farm  operators  were 
members  of  families  who  received  less  in- 
come from  the  sale  of  farm  products  than 
they  received  from  other  sources. 

Farm.s  have  decreased  in  number  and 
increased  in  size.    But  the  acreage  of  crops 
harvested  per  farm  has  not  changed  much. 
Total  cropland  harvested  decreased  by  a 
third  from  1940  to  1954,    or  by  about   the 
same  percentage  as  number  of  farms  (table 
14).    Probably,    farm  population  has    de- 
creased by  about  the   same  rate  as  number 
of  farms,    or  nearly  40  percent  from  1940 
to  1954.    Production  of  animal  products, 
especially  poultry,    has  increased.    Numbers 


22 


TABLE  14. --Selected  data  relating  to  agriculture  in  Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties'"- 


Item 


Unit 


1940 


1945 


1950 


1954 


Farms . o 

Land  in  farms 

Cropland 

Land  pastured 

Woodland 

Cropland  harvested 

Hay  harvested 

Land  per  farm 

Cropland  per  farm 

Cropland  harvested  per  farm 

Cattle   and  calves 

Chickens  on  hand 

Horses 

Tractors 

Farm  operators  working  100  or  more 
davs  off  farm 


Number 


do. 


4,918 


1,6^3 


5,179 


1,000  acres 

501 

546 

do. 

198 

176 

do. 

-- 

175 

do 

200 

280 

do 

137 

160 

do. 

117 

142 

Acre 

102 

105 

do. 

40 

34 

do. 

28 

31 

1,000 

34 

38 

do. 

157 

242 

Number 

4,332 

4 

,003 

do. 

938 

1 

,802 

2,077 


4,007 

3 

,100 

514 

467 

168 

149 

135 

112 

273 

272 

113 

90 

99 

81 

128 

151 

42 

48 

28 

29 

33 

36 

246 

477 

2,869 

1 

,819 

1,849 

2 

,234 

1, 


1,583 


■"■   Data  from  Censuses  of  Agriculture. 


of  cattle  and  calves  on  farms  have  changed 
very  little   since   1940,    but  the  number  of 
chickens  sold  has  gone  up  greatly. 

The  Survey  Sample 

As  in  the  case  of  Aroostook  County, 
names  were  selected  at  random  from  each 
of  the  following  groups  in  Franklin  and 
Kennebec  Counties:   (1)  Contracts  in  1957 
or   1958  regular  programs;  (Z)   bids   in   1958 
experimental  bid  program;  (3)   contracts   in 
1959  program;  (4)  no  participation  in  any 
programs . 

Survey  schedules  obtained  in  interviews 
with  farm  owners  were  distributed  as 
follows: 


(1)  Participants  in  1957  or  1958  programs: 

Total 

All  eligible  land  in  farms 

Part  of  eligible  land  in  farms 

(2)  Participants  in  1958  experimental  bid  program: 

Bids  accepted 

Bids  not  accepted 

(3)  Participants  in  1959  program: 

No  previous  participation    

1958  bids  not  accepted    

(4)  Nonparticipants 


Number 

49 
28 
21 

9 
35 

35 

8 
42 


The  numbers  listed  above  and  referred  to 
in  the  tables  that  follov/  are    mutually  ex- 
clusive with  one  exception.    The  eight   farm 
ow^ners,    listed  under  3  above,    whose    bids 
were  not  accepted  in  the   1958  experimental 
bid  program  but  who  came  into  the  pro- 
gram in  1959  are  included  in  the  35  bids  not 
accepted,    which  are  listed  under  2.    Thus 
schedules  for  farms  with  land  in  the  Con- 
servation Reserve  number   101. 

The  sampling  plan  makes  ^;ossible  com- 
parisons among  groups  of  farms  and  farm 
owners  based  upon  the  first  year  of  partic- 
ipation or  bid.  The  basic  rental  rate  under 
the  program  decreased  from  $9  per  acre  in 
1957  and  1958  to  $8.  50  per  acre  in  1959  in 
Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties. 

Nine  of  the  farm  owners  listed  under  1 
made  bids  in  the   1958  experimental  bid  pro- 
gram,   but  were  not  accepted.    They  then  put 
land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  under  the 
regular  1958  program.  Two  of  those  who  put 
part  of  their  farms  in  the  program  in  1958 
put  additional  land  in  the  program  in  1959. 
However,    data  in  this  report  for  the  49 
farms  listed  under   1  relate  only  to  partici- 
pation in  the   1957  and  1958  regular  pro- 
grams. 
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None  of  the  35  participants  in  1959  listed 
under  3  had  made  contracts  or  bids  in  pre- 
vious years.    Most  of  them  put  all  eligible 
land  in  their  farms  in  the  program.    Only 
four  put  part  of  their  eligible  land  in  the 
program.    Therefore,    data  are  not  shown 
separately  in  the  tables  that  follow  for 
farms  with  part  and  those  w^ith  all  eligible 
land  in  the  program. 

Altogether,    we  have   schedules  for  76 
farms  with  all  eligible  land,    and  for  25 
farms  with  part  of  the  eligible  land,    in  the 
Conservation  Reserve. 


Characteristics  of  Participants 

Participants  average  older;  they  have 
operated  their  farms  longer;  and  more  of 


them  have  retirement  incomes,    work  off 
their  farms,    and  reside  off  their  farms 
than  is  true  of  nonparticipants  (table   15). 
About  three-fourths  of  the  participants 
worked  off  their  farms   100  or  more  days 
or  had  retirement  incomes.    The  proportion 
of  participants  who  worked  100  or  more 
days  off  their  farms  was  about  the   same  as 
that  reported  by  the    Census  of  Agriculture 
for  all  farm  operators  in  1954. 

Characteristics  of  participants  in  each 
program  are  similar.    However,    partici- 
pants in  1959  average  older  and  more  of 
them  reside  off  their  farms  or  had  retire- 
ment incomes  than  was  true  in  the  case 
of  participants  in  earlier  years. 


TABLE  15. --Characteristics  of  participants  compared  Vifith  nonparticipants,    Franklin  and 

Kennebec  Counties"'"  . 


Item 


Owners 

inter- 
vie"wed 


Age  of 

ovmer 


Fanii 
owned 


Percentage  of  farm 
owners  who — 


Had 
retire- 
ment 
incomes 


Worked 

100  or 

more  days 

off  farm 


Lived 
off  farm 


1957  or  1958  program: 
Total 

All  eligible  land 

Part  of  eligible  land 

1958  bid  program: 

Accepted 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted.... 

All  participants 

Nonparticipants 


umber 

Years 

49 

55 

28 

57 

21 

52 

9 

54 

35 

.51 

35   ■ 

•61 

8 

59 

101 

57 

42 

53 

Years 
18 
20 
16 


27 
17 


25 
20 

21 

19 


Percent 
24 
21 
29 


33 
17 


49 
13 

33 

14 


Percent 
53 
57 
48 


4^ 

57 


40 
63 

49 

31 


Percent 
20 
IB 
24 


22 
23 


26 
38 

24 

0 


"^  Data  on  age,  years  of  ownership,  retirement  income,  and  residence  are  for  December 
1958  and  those  for  employment  off  farm  are  for  1958. 
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Characteristics  of  Farms 

Farms  of  participants  average  smaller 
in  size  and  have  less  cropland  than  farms 
of  nonparticipants  (table   16).   However, 
participants  who  put  only  part  of  their  crop- 
land in  the  Conservation  Reserve  have  rel- 
atively large  farms.    Play  was  the  main 
crop.   A  few  of  the  participants  formerly 
produced  vegetables  on  land  placed  in  the 
program. 

Only  3  7  percent  of  the  participating 
farms  were  classified  as  commercial  as 
compared  with  76  percent  for  the  nonpar- 
ticipating  and  46  percent  for  all  farms    in 


the  area  in  1954.    The  sample  of  nonpartic- 
ipants was  selected  from  farm  owners 
living  in  the  area.    Therefore,    it  may  notbe 
representative  of  all  farm  owners,    some  of 
whom  live  outside  the  area. 

Relatively  little  labor  was  used  on  farms 
of  participants.    Only  a  fourth  had  more 
thaja  100  days  of  labor  including  labor    of 
the  operator  and  of  unpaid  family  and  hired 
workers  in  the  year  before  participation. 
On  the  other  hand,    75  percent  of  the  nonpar- 
ticipants reported  more  than   100  days  of 
work  on  their  farms. 

Livestock  enterprises  were  important  on 
25  percent  of  the  farms  of  participants  as 


TABLE  16. --Land  and  crops  grown  per  farm  and  percentage  of  farms  by  specified  characteristics,  Franklin 

and  Kennebec  Counties 


Item 


Farm 
owners 
inter- 
viewed 


Land 

per 

farm 


Crops  grown  per  farm''- 


Hay 


Other 


Total 


Percentage  of  farms - 


With 
livestock 

enter- 
prises^ 


With  over 
100  days 
of  labor^ 


That  were 

commercial 

farms'^ 


1957  or  1958  program: 
Total • 

All  eligible  land 

Part  of  eligible  land...., 

1958  bid  program: 

Accepted. 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted.... 

All  participants^ < 

Nonparticipants 


Number  Acres 

A9  197 

28  160 

21  247 


9 
35 


35 
8 

101 

42 


185 
190 


152 
86 

172 

223 


Acres 
35 
21 
53 


67 
43 


40 
32 

40 

48 


Acres 
3 


Acres  Percent 
38       20 
21       10 
61       33 


70 
48 


41 
32 

42 

54 


10 
20 


14 
10 

25 

57 


Percent 
33 
22 
45 


33 

20 


17 
12 

25 

75 


Percent 
37 
21 
57 


44 
40 


37 
25 

37 

76 


■""  Crops  grown  in  year  before  participation  for  participants  and  in  1958  for  nonparticipants. 

^  Excludes  farms  that  produced  livestock  products  for  home  use  only. 

^  Includes  farmwork  of  operator  and  unpaid  family  as  well  as  hired  workers. 

*  Commercial  farms  defined  as  in  1954  Census  of  Agriculture. 

^  Less  than  1  acre  per  farm. 

^  Data  for  farm  owners  with  land  in  the  program.  Bids  in  1958  that  were  not  accepted  not  included  un- 
less land  was  put  in  the  program  in  1959. 
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compared  with  57  percent  of  the  farms    of 
nonparticipants.    However,    additional  farms 
produced  livestock  products  for  home  use. 

Productivity  of  land  on  farms  of  partici- 
pants probably  averages  about  the  same  as 
that  on  other  farms  in  the  area.   According 
to  estimates  made  by  the  farm  owners 
interviewed,    the  market  value  of  real  estate 
per  acre  averages  higher  for  farms  of  par- 
ticipants than  for  those  of  nonparticipants 
(table   17)o    However,    real  estate  teixes  per 
acre  averaged  about  the  same  for  partici- 
pants as  for  nonparticipants.    Land  put  in 
the  Conservation  Reserve  in  1959  probably 


w^as  more  valuable  than  that  put  in  the  pro- 
gram in  earlier  years.    In  the  case  of  the 
farm  owners  interviewed,    real  estate  taxes 
and  the  market  value  of  real  estate  averaged 
higher  per  acre  for  participants  in  1959 
thaxL  for  those  in  1957  or  1950. 

Most  of  the  farms  with  land  in  the  pro- 
gram have  houses  and  other  buildings.  How- 
ever,   less  than  half  had  tractors  or  other 
farm  machinery.    Much  of  the  hay  grown  on 
farms  of  participants  was  harvested  by 
neighboring  farmers.    Most  farmers   who 
had  livestock  enterprises  also  had  tractors 
and  other  farm  machinery. 


TABLE  17. --Market  value  of  farm  real  estate,  real  estate  taxes,  and  percentage  of  farms  by  specified 

characteristics,  Franlclin  and  Kennebec  Counties-"- 


Item 


Owners 
inter- 
vie'wed 


Per  acre 


Market 
value 
of  real 
estate 


Real 

estate 

taxes 


Percentage  of  farms  wi-th-- 


Houses 


Other 
buildings 


Tractors 


Other 

farm 

machinery 


1957  or  1958  program: 
Total 

All  eligible  land 

Part  of  eligible  land 

1958  bid  program: 

Accepted 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted,... 

All  participants 

Nonparticipants 


Number 
49 
28 

21 


9 
35 


Dot  Lars 
60 
67 

54 


65 
93 


Dollars  Percent 

1.14  B8 

1.28  93 

1,01  81 


35 
8 

101 

42 


93 

164 

75 
63 


1.05 
1.56 


1.42 
2.23 

1,26 

1,26 


89 
60 


91 


Percent 
80 
79 
81 


56 
54 


Percent 
27 
21 
33 


44 
29 


89 
62 

79 


43 
25 

33 


'ercent 
33 
21 
48 


56 
29 


51 
25 

40 


•"■  Estimates  of  market  value  of  farm  real  estate  made  by  farm  owners.  Data  on  real  estate  taxes  ob- 
tained from  county  offices. 
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Rental  Payment  Rates  and  Bids 

Rental  rates  paid  to  participants  have  in- 
creased as  the  pro^^ram  has  progressed, 
although  less  than  in  Aroostook  County.    As 
pointed  out  earlier,    the  basic  rental  rate 
was  $9  per  acre  in  all  counties  in  Maine  in 
1957  and  1958  as  compared  with  $15,  50  per 
acre  in  Aroostook  County  and  $8.50  in 
Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties  in  1959. 
However,  much  of  the  lajid  placed  in  the 
program  in  1957  and  1958  in  Franklin  and 
Kennebec  Counties  was  at  the  nondiversion 
rate  of  $2.  70  per  acre.   Also,    in  1959,  most 
of  the  contracts  were  for  whole  farm  units 
and  therefore  eligible  for  a  10-percent 
addition  to  the  rental  rates  at  which  farm 
owners  offered  land.    Rental  rates  per  acre 
for  the  participants  interviewed  increased 
from  less  than  $6  per  acre  for   1957  and 


1958  contracts  under  the  regular  program 
to  $8.  55  for  those  under  the  1958  bid  pro- 
gram and  about  $8. 00  for  those  under  the 

1959  program  (table  18). 

Farm  owners  whose  bids  were  accepted 
in  the  experimental  bid  program  offered 
their  cropland  for  less  than  $9  per  acre 
while  those  whose  bids  were  not  accepted 
offered  their  land  at  more  than  $20  per 
acre  (table  18).    Of  the  35  farm  owners  in- 
terviewed whose  bids  were  not  accepted,    8 
put  their  farms  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve in  1959.    They  made  bids  averaging 
$15  per  acre  in  1958  as  compared  with  a 
little  more  than  $9  per  acre  in  1959.  Most 
of  them  said  that  their  1958  bids  were 
based  on  their  expectations  as  to  the  value 
of  hay  that  could  be  produced  on  their  land. 
They  said  they  accepted  lower  rates  in 


TABLE  18. --Rental  payments  per  acre,    reductions  in  acreage  of  crops  grown  per  farm  and  use 
of  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve,   Franklin  and  Kennebec  Counties 


Item 


Farm 
owners 
inter- 
viewed 


Rental 
payment 
per 
acre 


Reduction  in  acreage 
grown  per  f  arm''' 


liay 


Other 


Total 


Percent- 
age 
planted 

with 
trees^ 


1957  or  1958  program: 

Total 

All  eligible  land 

Part  of  eligible  land. 

1958  bid  program: 

Accepted , 

Not  accepted 

1959  program: 

No  previous  participation. 
1958  bids  not  accepted..., 

All  participants , 


Mumber 
49 
28 

21 


9 
35 


35 
8 

101 


Do  1 1 ars 
5.64 
6.32 
4.83 


8.55 
20.18 


7.88 
9.37 

7.39 


Ac  re  s 

21 
21 
21 


67 
43 


36 
32 

31 


Acres 
1 

(') 
3 


1 


Acres 
22 
21 
24 


70 
48 


36 
32 

32 


Percent 
58 
69 
47 


24 
12 

31 


^   Reduction  in  crops  grown  from  year  before  participation  to  first  year  of  participa- 
tiorio 

2  Percentage  of  all  land  put  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  planted  or  to  be  planted  with 
trees. 

^  Less  than  1  acre. 
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1959  in  order  to  get  some  income  to  help 
pay  real  estate  taxes,    and  because  of  age, 
poor  health  or  lack  of  labor,    they  did  not 
want  to  operate  their  farms. 

Returns  to  participating  farm  owners 
from  rental  payments  after  payment  of 
real  estate  taxes  average  relatively  low. 
Rental  payments  averaged  $293  per  farm 
and  real  estate  taxes  $195  per  farm  for  the 
76  farm  owners  (of  the   101   in  the  sample) 
who  put  all  eligible  land  in  their  farms  in 
the  program.    These  76  farm  owners  esti- 
mated that  the  market  value  of  real  estate 
in  their  farms  averaged  $11,  550.    There- 
fore,   the  return  from  rental  payments 
after  real  estate  taxes  averages  less  than 
1   percent  per  dollar  of  farm   real  estate 
value. 

However,    land  put  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve  accounts  for  only  a  part  of  the 
total  value  of  real  estate  on  these  76  farms. 
These  farms  averaged  152  acres,    but  only 
35  acres  had  been  used  for  crops.    Farm 
owners  retain  the  use  of  pasture  and  wood- 
land,   as  well  as  buildings,    when  they  place 
all  eligible  land  in  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve. 


Less  Hay  and  Pasture,  More  Trees 

Effects  of  the  Conservation  Reserve  on 
crop  production  are  limited  in  Franklin  and 
Kennebec  Counties  as  cropland  placed  in 
the  program  through  1959  makes  up  only 
3.  2  percent  of  all  cropland  in  these  coun- 
ties (table  2).    Most  of  the  land  put  in  the 
program  was  formerly  used  to  grow  hay 
(table   17).    The  reduction  of  32  acres  per 
farm  included  31   acres  of  hay  and  only  1 
acre  of  grain,    vegetables,    or  other  crops. 

Most  farm  owners  said  that  hay  would 
have  been  harvested  from  land  put  in  the 
Conservation  Reserve  if  there  had  been  no 
program.    A  few  said  it  would  have  been 
idle  or  used  for  pasture. 

Livestock  production  has  changed  very 
little  as  a  result  of  the  Conservation  Re- 
serve.   Of  the  76  farm  owners  in  the  sample 
who  put  their  eligible  land  in  the  program, 
5  had   10   or  more  milk  cows  before  partici- 
pation.   They  are  elderly  farmers  who  are 
using  the  program  to  help  them   retire  from 
dairy  farming.    Among  the  25  farm  owners 
who  put  part  of  their  eligible  land  in  the 
program,    6  had   10   or  more  milk  cows,   and 


these  farmers  did  not  reduce  their  num- 
bers of  dairy  cattle. 

Twelve  participants  in  the  sample  of  101 
were  poultry  farmers  with  1,  000   or  more 
laying  hens   or  8,  000   or  more  broilers 
raised.    A  few  farm  owners  said  they  plan- 
ned to  expand  production  of  eggs  or  broil- 
ers. 

As  most  of  the  land  placed  in  the  Con- 
servation Reserve  in  this  area  was  in  hay, 
it  has  not  been  necessary  to  establish 
vegetative  cover  to  protect  the  land.    How- 
ever,   trees  have  been  or  soon  will  be 
planted  on  42  percent  of  the  land  in  the  pro- 
gram.   Most  farm  owners  said  that  trees 
would  not  have  been  planted  on  this  land  if 
it  had  not  been  for  the  program.    Nearly  55 
percent  of  the  land  was  contracted  for   10 
years  and  most  of  the  rest  for  5  years. 


Few  Changes  in  Residence  or  Ownership 

Of  the   101   farm  owners  in  our  sample 
who  put  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve, 
77  lived  on  these  farms,    4  lived  on  other 
farms,    and  20  lived  in  villages  or  cities. 
Only  one  reported  change  of  residence 
since  participating  in  the  program.    He 
moved  from  his  farm  to  a  nearby  city. 

All  of  the  participants  had  ov/ned  land  put 
in  the  Conservation  Reserve  for  2  years  or 
longer  at  the  time  of  the  interview.    How- 
ever,   11  farm  owners  reported  purchase  of 
some  land  in  1955  or  since.    Farm  owners 
said  that  the  Conservation  Reserve  Pro- 
gram had  little  influence  on  land  available 
for  purchase  or  on  purchase  prices. 


Some  Change  in  Labor,  Buildings, 
and  Machinery 

Some  reductions  have  been  made  in 
labor,    machinery,    and  other  capital  items 
used  on  farms   of  participants.    However, 
little  or  no  labor  was  used  in  the  year  be- 
fore participation  on  49  of  the  76  farms 
with  all  land  placed  in  the  program.    The 
remaining  27  farms  show  reductions  in 
labor  used  for  crop  production.    However, 
some  of  these  farms  have  poultry  enter- 
prises that  are  being  expanded.    The  25 
farms  with  only  part  of  the  eligible  land  in 
the  programs   show  little  change  in  labor 
used. 


Ninety  of  the   101  participating  farms  in 
our  sample  have  houses  and  80  have  other 
farm  buildings.    All  except  three  houses 
were  occupied.    Many  of  the  other  farm 
buildings  were  not  used,    but  this  was  true 
before  land  was  put  in  the  Conservation 
Reserve.    Only  a  few  farm  owners  had 
made  changes  in  use  of  buildings.    Three 
said  they  planned  to  remodel  buildings  for 
use  by  poultry.    A  few  who  reduced  cattle 
numbers  or  discontinued  their  dairy  enter- 
prises had  no  definite  plans  for  using  their 
barns. 

As  mentioned  earlier,    only  33  partici- 
pants had  tractors  and  only  40  had  other 
farm  machinery.    Nine  had  sold  their  farm 
machinery,    and  others  said  they  planned  to 
do  so.    Most  of  those  who  put  a  part  of  their 
eligible  land  in  the  program  planned  to  keep 
their  tractors  and  other  machinery. 


Many  Reasons  for  Participating 

Farmi  owners  gave  many  reasons  for 
putting  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve. 
They  included  such  statements  as  "too  old 
or  infirm  to  operate  the  land,  "   "want  to 
retire,  "  "help  pay  taxes  and  other  ex- 
penses, "  "raising  cattle  doesn't  pay,  " 
"don't  want  to  bother  renting  land  or  selling 
hay,  "  "can't  operate  it,    but  don't  want  to 
sell  it,  "  "would  like  to  get  trees  estab- 
lished so  land  will  increase  in  value  and 
not  grow  up  in  brush,  "   "want  to  build  up 
soil  fertility,  "  "to  get  some  income  from 
the  land  until  I  can  farm  it,  "  and  "unable  to 
operate  it  because  of  employment  off  the 
farm.  " 

Most  farm  owners  gave  sev^eral  reasons. 
It  was  evident  that  in  each  instance,    a 
combination  of  circumstances  made  par- 
ticipation advantageous.    Reasons  can  be 
summarized  by  referring  to  participants  in 
the  sample  by  program  years. 

Participants  who  put  all  eligible  land  in 
their  farms  in  the  program  in  1957  or  1958. 
The  sample  included  28  of  these  partici- 
pants.   They  can  be  grouped  as  follows: 

(1)  Ten  said  they  were   retired,    planned  to 
retire,    were  too  old  or  their  health  was  too 
poor  to  permit  them  to  operate  their  farms. 
Eight  of  the  10  had  retirement  incomes. 
Most  of  them  put  their  cropland  into  trees. 
Several  said  rental  payments  under  the 
program  would  give  them  more  income 


than  renting  out  land  or  selling  hay.    All 
except  one  live  on  their  farms. 

(2)  Fifteen  worked  off  their  farms  for 
200  or  more  days  in  1958  and  did  not  have 
time  to  farm  their  cropland.    All  wanted  to 
get  trees  established.    Most  of  them  said 
that  rental  payments  would  be  larger  than 
income  from  renting  out  land  or  from  sell- 
ing hay.    Only  two  lived  off  their  farms. 

(3)  The  remaining  three  gave  several 
reasons.    Two  discontinued  dairy  farming. 
One  of  the  two  obtained  a  nonfarm  job  for 
part  of  the  year  and  the  other  planned  to 
expand  his  poultry  enterprise.    The  third,  a 
fruit  farmer,    said  land  put  in  the  program 
was  not  suitable  for  an  orchard.    AH  put 
their  land  in  trees  and  planned  to  continue 
living  on  their  farms. 

Participants  who  put  part  of  their  eligi- 
ble land  in  the  program  in  1957  or  1958. 
The  sample  included  21   such  participants. 
They  can  be  grouped  as  follows: 

(1)  Four  were  more  than  70  years  oldand 
wanted  to  reduce  their  farming  operations. 
All  had  retirement  incomes. 

(2)  Eleven  worked  full  time  at  nonfarm 
jobs.    These  participants  said  they  wanted 
to  get  some  income  to  help  pay  the  cost  of 
establishing  trees.    Eight  lived  on  their 
farms  in  1958  and  planned  to  continue  to  do 
so. 

(3)  Six  said  they  put  land  not  required  for 
their  farming  operations  in  the  program. 
Two  are  poultry  farmers. 

Participants  whose  bids  were  accepted  in 
the  1958  bid  program.  The  sample  included 
nine,    distributed  as  follows: 

(1)  Three  said  they  were  too  old  or  their 
health  was  too  poor  to  operate  their  farms. 
All  received  retirement  incomes..  Two 
lived  on  their  farms  and  the  other  was  liv- 
ing off  his  farm  before  participating. 

(2)  Four  worked  full  time  at  nonfarm 
jobs.    These  four  said  that  income  from 
rental  payments  was  larger  than  the  in- 
come they  could  receive  by  renting  out  land 
or  selling  hay. 

(3)  The  remaining  two  farm  owners  had 
part-time  jobs  off  their  farms.    They  said 
they  wanted  to  get  their  cropland  planted  to 
trees. 
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Participants  in  1959  who  had  not  partici- 
pated previously.    There  were  35  such  par- 
ticipants in  the  sample.    They  may  be 
grouped  as  follows: 

(1)  Nineteen  were  retired  or  in  poor 
health.    These  participants  said  that  incoine 
from  rental  payments  would  be  larger  than 
the  income  they  had  been  receiving  from 
their  land  and  that  they  needed  the  pay- 
ments to  help  pay  their  real  estate  taxes. 
All  except  three  lived  on  the  farms  they  put 
in  the  Conservation  Reserve.    Sixteen  had 
retirement  annuities,    two  had  physical  dis- 
abilities,   and  one  was  a  widow. 


operate  the  land  themselves.    A  few  had 
rented  land  out  to  other  farmers  or  had 
sold  hay  before  participating  in  the  Con- 
servation Reserve.    Most  of  them  said  they 
wanted  to  get  trees  planted  on  their  land 
and  thought  it  would  improve  the  value  of 
their  farms. 

(3)   The  remaining   14  included  those  who 
put  part  of  their  land  in  the  program,    had 
other  farms  and  therefore  did  not  need  the 
land  they  put  in  the  program,    had  poultry 
enterprises  they  wanted  to  expand,    or 
wanted  to  shift  to  nonfarm  jobs. 


(2)  Thirteen  worked  off  their  farms    100 
days  or  more  in  1958.    Most  of  them  said 
they  wanted  to  get  trees  planted  on  their 
land  and  also  get  some  income  to  help  pay 
real  estate  taxes  and  other  expenses. 

(3)  The  remaining  three  gave  a  variety  of 
reasons  including  a  desire  to  get  trees 
established  and  more  income  from  land. 
One  had  started  a  broiler  enterprise.    An- 
other had  some  nonfarm  work. 

Participants  in  1959  who  made  bids  under 
the   1958  experimental  bid  program  which 
were  not  accepted.    The  sample  included 
eight  of  these  grouped  as  follows: 

(1)   Three  said  they  didn't  need  their  land 
because  they  were  retired  or  in  poor 
health.    One  formerly  rented  out  land  to  a 
dairy  farmer. 

(Z)  Five  said  they  had  off-farm  jobs  and 
didn't  want  to  operate  their  land.    One  had  a 
poultry  enterprise  in  addition  to  a  nonfarm 
job. 


Important  differences  among  participants 
in  these  three  groups  may  be  noted.    Par- 
ticipants who  were  retired  or  unable  to 
work  because  of  poor  health  were  older  and 
had  owned  their  farms  longer  than  others 
(table  19). 

The  market  values  of  real  estate  and  real 
estate  taxes  per  acre  average  higher  on 
farms  of  older  participants  than  on  those  of 
others.    Most  of  the  participants  who  were 
employed  mainly  in  farmwork  operated 
farms  classified  as  commercial.    They  had 
larger  farms  and  more  cropland  than 
others. 


Reasons  for  Not  Participating 

The  4Z  farm  owners  interviewed  who  did 
not  have  land  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
did  not  participate  for  a  variety  of  reasons. 
These  nonparticipants  can  be  grouped  by 
categories  according  to  employment,    as 
follows: 


All  of  the  participants  can  be  grouped  in- 
to three  categories  according  to  employ- 
ment status,    as  follows: 

(1)   Thirty-nine  were  retired,    planning  to 
retire,    disabled,    or  in  poor  health.    Most  of 
them  said  they  wanted  to  get  trees  planted 
on  their  land  and  expected  that  incomes 
from  rental  payments  would  be  greater  than 
those  from  renting  land  out  or  selling  hay. 
In  no  instance  did  a  farm  owner  who  was 
living  on  his  farm   say  he  planned  to  move 
off  his  farm  because  of  participation  in  the 
Conservation  Reserve. 

(Z)  Forty-eight  had  nonfarm  jobs   of  100 
or  more  days  in   1958  and  did  not  want  to 


(1)  Eight  were  65  years  old  or  older  and 
six  of  the  eight  had  retirement  incomes. 
Three  knew  little  about  the  program  but  in- 
dicated interest  in  it.    However,    the  others 
rented  land  out  to  other  farmers  or  kept 
some  cattle  and  therefore  did  not  want  to 
participate  in  the  program. 

(Z)   Twelve  had  off-farm  jobs  of  100  or 
more  days  in  1958.    Four  said  they  didn't 
know  much  about  the  program  but  were  in- 
terested in  it.    Most  of  the  others  kept  some 
cattle  and  wanted  the  use  of  their  land.  One 
said  he  hoped  to  sell  his  farm  and  there- 
fore didn't  want  to  participate  in  the  pro- 
gram. 
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TABLE  19. --Characteristics  of  participants  and  nonp art icip ants  in  Conservation  Reserve, 
classified  according  to  emplo-yiaent,  Franilin  and  Kennebec  Counties 


Characteristic 


Unit 


Participants  by  employment 


Retired 

or 
unable 
to  work 


Off-farm 

job  of 
100  days 
or  more 


Mainly 
farm 
work 


All 
partic- 
ipants 


Non- 
partic- 
ipants 


Omiers   interviewed . . » 

Farm  owners : 

Average  age 

Owned  f aim 

Lived  on  f arm"^ 

With  of f -farm  job^ 

Farms: 

Land  per  farm 

Cropland  per  f  ann ■ 

Market  value  per  acre^ 

Real  estate  taxes  per  acre. 
Commercial  farms-"- 

Had  livestock  enterprises-'-. 


NinTiber 


Year 

do. 

Percent 

do. 


Acre 

do. 
Dollar 

do. 
Percent 

do. 


39 


70 
30 
79 
13 


154 
29 
83 
1.43 
36 
23 


48 


14 


101 


42 


50 

48 

57 

52 

15 

18 

21 

19 

71 

93 

77 

100 

100 

21 

51 

31 

167 

229 

172 

223 

38 

88 

42 

54 

68 

76 

75 

63 

1.20 

1.12 

1.26 

1.26 

25 

86 

37 

76 

.  12 

29 

25 

57 

■'■  Percentage  of  total  number  in  each  group. 
for  home  use  only  not  included.) 
^  Estimated  by  farm  owners. 


(Livestock  enterprises  producing  products 


(3)  Nineteen  of  the  remaining  22  farm 
owners  said  they  needed  all  their  land  to 
support  livestock  enterprises  or  that  pay- 
ment rates  were  not  high  enough  to  make 
participation  profitable.    Four  said  they 
knew  little  about  the  program.    A  few  farm- 
ers said  that  they  had  no  ability  to  do 
other  kinds  of  work  and  therefore  did  not 
want  to  discontinue  farming.    Most  of  these 
farmers  would  like  to  have  more  land  in 
order  to  expand  their  farming  operations 
and  increase  their  incomes. 

Program  Well  Received  in  the  Area 

Farm  owners  were  asked  for  any  general 
comments  they  -might  like  to  make  about 
the  program.    Many  said  that  the  program 
fitted  their  particular  situations.    For  ex- 
ample,   older  people  who  had  retired  or 
wanted  to  retire  and  some  who  had  non- 
farm  jobs  said  they  liked  the  program  be- 


cause it  gave  them  some  return  from  their 
farm  pro-perty  which  helped  to  pay  real 
estate  taxes  and  other  expenses.    Many  of 
these  farms  were  residential  or  part-time 
farming  units.    Help  in  getting  trees  estab- 
lished made  the  program  attractive  to 
many  farm  owners.    Some  thought  land  not 
classified  as  cropland  should  be  eligible 
for  tree  planting.    Many  mentioned  that  the 
guaranteed  annual  rental  payments  made 
the  program  attractive,    although  a  few 
thought  they  should  be  higher. 

Most  of  the  nonparticipants   interviewed 
thought  it  was  good  to  get  poor  cropland 
planted  to  trees.    However,    a  few  said  that 
they  did  not  think  good  cropland  should  be 
put  in  the  Conservation  Reserve.    Not 
enough  land  has  been  placed  in  the  program 
to  have  much  effect  on  the  total  acreage 
available  for  rent  or  sale  or  to  affect  op- 
portunities for  expanding  sizes   of  farms. 
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